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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The consolidated plan is a five-year planning document required by the U.S. Department
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to be submitted by all jurisdictions that
directly receive HUD formula funds.

The Washington State Department of Commerce (formerly the Department of
Community, Trade and Economic Development) is the lead agency responsible for
developing and implementing the 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan for Washington State.

The mission of the Department of Commerce is to grow and improve jobs in Washington
State.

Purpose of the 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan

The Consolidated Plan identifies affordable housing, community and economic
development needs, and determines priorities, strategic goals and allocation of resources
for programs funded by HUD and administered by the state, namely:

HOME Partnership Investments (HOME)

Emergency Shelter Grants (ESG)

Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA)
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)

HUD Statutory Program Goals

The 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan was developed to be consistent with and support the
HUD goals identified in Title 1 of the Housing and Community Development Act of
1974 (as amended):

e Decent housing
e Asuitable living environment
e Expanded economic opportunity

All program activities and strategies discussed in the 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan are
designed to further these goals and address the most critical affordable housing and
community development needs of Washington State.

Structure of the 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan

The required elements of the consolidated plan include:
e An assessment of housing and community development needs for the ensuing

five-year period;
e An analysis of the state’s housing markets;
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

e A discussion of the state’s strategies, priority needs and objectives for housing
and community development activities; and

¢ An action plan describing the state’s method for distributing 2010 HUD funds to
carry out activities in support of the state’s strategic plan. (See Part Il: 2010
Action Plan)

Readers familiar with past Washington State consolidated plans will notice a difference
in how the 2010-2014 plan is organized. The 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan was
developed using the Consolidated Plan Management Process tool (CPMP), a HUD-
produced template for use by state and local jurisdictions to facilitate the planning
process and ensure all planning requirements are met. Using the CPMP tool reduces the
cost of developing a consolidated plan, ensuring funds are spent on program activities
rather than administration to the greatest extent possible.

The plan’s structure is based on the narrative template included in the CPMP tool, which
contains the following sections:

General

Housing

Homeless

Community development
Non-homeless special needs

Each section begins with a cover page listing the topics included in the section. Within
each topic are prompts provided by HUD that include references to the corresponding
section of the Consolidated Plan Final Rule, 24 CFR Part 91. HUD prompts are
presented on their own pages, italicized and colored blue. Responses from the
Department of Commerce follow each prompt.

Consolidated Planning Process

Participation from citizens, agencies, advocacy groups, nonprofit organizations,
businesses and others concerned with housing and community development in
Washington State was encouraged throughout the planning process. Highlights of the
process of developing the 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan include:

e Updating data on affordable housing and community development needs;
Reviewing studies, reports and strategic plans related to affordable housing and
community/economic development recently published by state agencies, local
governments and nonprofit organizations;

e Surveying affordable housing stakeholders including community action agencies,
fair housing agencies, advocacy groups, nonprofit organizations and for-profit
housing developers to determine priority housing needs;

e Surveying local governments eligible for state CDBG program funding to
determine priority community and economic development needs;
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

e Participating in Department of Commerce regional meetings related to the
agency’s new mission of growing and improving jobs in Washington state;

e Presenting information on the Consolidated Plan and hearing feedback at CDBG
application workshops; and

e Holding public hearings in Olympia from 10 a.m. to 12 p.m. on July 8, 2009, and
from 1 p.m. to 3 p.m. on July 23, 2009.

Overview: Housing

Washington’s population grew by more than 13 percent since 2000, and now stands at
over 6,668,200 persons. Significant migration over the last ten years contributed to a
booming housing market and median home prices nearly doubled between 2000 and
2007. The recent collapse of the housing “bubble,” and resulting financial turmoil have
resulted in increased unemployment, foreclosure and poverty rates in Washington over
the last two years.

While the overall
percentage of low-
income households has
40% - — remained fairly steady
since 2000, the estimated
number of “extremely
low-income” households
(below 30 percent of
state median income) has
increased from 10.7
percent in 2000 to 12.6
percent in 2007 as shown
in Figure A. Although
all low-income
households face
difficulties in finding

Figure A: Low-Income Households, 2000-2007

30% -

20% -

10% -

0% -

2000 2007 affordable housing,
difficulties are greatest
m Extremely Low (0-30%)  m Very Low (31 - 50%) Low(s1-80%)  for households with very
low- and extremely low-
incomes.

Cost Burden

Recent data show that 45 percent of renter households and 32 percent of owner
households are “cost-burdened,” meaning they pay more than 30 percent of their income
for housing and utilities. Washington’s poorest families are the hardest hit: 83 percent of
households earning less than $20,000 per year, and 59 percent of those earning between
$20,000 and $34,999 per year are cost-burdened as shown in Table I.

iv 2010-2014 Strategic Plan



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Table I: Cost Burdened Household by Income Range, 2005-2007

Percentage of Cost Burdened Renter Owner Overall
Households by Income Range Households | Households | Households
Less than $20,000 235,732 132,960 368,399
% cost burdened 87% 73% 83%
$20,000 to $34,999 185,522 186,468 370,872
% cost burdened 66% 51% 59%
$35,000 to $49,999 142,120 215,654 358,509
% cost burdened 28% 47% 40%
$50,000 to $74,999 132,759 353,478 484,605
% cost burdened 10% 36% 29%
$75,000 or more 107,228 728,036 835,697
% cost burdened 2% 13% 12%
Overall 851,017 1,621,460 2,472,477
% cost burdened 45% 32% 37%

While it is difficult to make forecasts during periods of economic turmoil, data suggest
that an additional 150,000 households in Washington will be cost-burdened by 2015.
Please see the Housing Needs section of the 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan for additional

detail.

Key Housing Findings

e Washington’s homeowner rate declined to 65.6 percent and will likely fall further
as more homeowners face foreclosure.

e Forty-five percent of renter households (380,000) and 32 percent of owner
households (518,000) are cost-burdened, meaning they pay more than 30 percent
of their income for housing and utilities, and an additional 150,000 households are
likely to be cost-burdened by 2015.

e QOver 75 percent of households that are “severely cost-burdened” (meaning they
pay more than half of their income for housing) are very low- or extremely low-
income (earning less than 50 percent of median income).
62 percent of severely cost-burdened households are renters.

e 22,827 persons were counted as homeless in the 2009 “point-in-time count,” the
highest number since the count began in 2006.

e The number of “chronically homeless” persons declined in 2009 compared to past

years.
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Key Strategies

e Target HOME program funding to very low- or extremely low-income renter
households (earning less than 50 percent of median income).

e Reduce the housing cost-burden on very low-income, extremely low-income and
special needs households by directing resources to activities that provide housing
subsidies.

e Prioritize HOME Tenant-Based Rental Assistance (TBRA) for homeless persons
and to very low- or extremely low-income persons at risk of becoming homeless.

o Create and/or preserve additional permanent and/or transitional housing for
homeless and special needs persons using HOME General Purpose (GP) Program
funding.

e Increase opportunities available to people who are homeless, particularly the
chronically homeless, to achieve stable, affordable housing.

Overview: Community Development

The economic crisis has taken a toll on local communities as well as on individual
families. Jurisdictions, and the state as a whole, face declining revenues at a time when
the need for public services, infrastructure, community facilities, economic development
and strategic planning is greater than ever. As revenue declines, local capacity to meet
these needs is weakened. Washington’s smallest communities, including many of those
served by the state CDBG program, are facing the worst of the crisis.

Unemployment

Washington’s unemployment rate rose to 9.1 percent in May, 2009, from 5.3 percent the
year before. Of the 20 counties with the highest unemployment rates, 18 are served by
the state CDBG program. As of May, 2009, the unemployment rate was over 13 percent
in most of these counties.

Figure B (next page) shows unemployment rate by county as of May, 2009. Shaded
counties were economically distressed in May, 2009, meaning that the unemployment
rate was above 8.5 percent. Counties in red and underlined have been economically
distressed for the past three years.
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Figure B: Unemployment Rates by County, May 2009
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Infrastructure

Even before the current crisis hit, community development needs in Washington were not
being met. A recent study found a funding gap of over $7.5 billion for water, sewer,
stormwater and transportation infrastructure in local communities, as show in Table I1.
Please see the Community Development Needs section for additional detail.

Table ll: Unmet Local Infrastructure Funding Need, 2004-2009

Local Infrastructure Funding,

Al Expenditures Funding Gap ::::iel:;

2004 — 2009 (Dollars in Billions) Needs Gap
Domestic Water $1.58 $0.98 $0.60 38%
Sanitary Sewer $3.36 $2.80 $0.56 17%
Roads/Bridges/Storm Sewer S11 $4.22 $6.42 60%
Total $15.94 $8.00 $7.58 48%

Key Community Development Findings

2010-2014 Strategic Plan
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

e Of the 20 counties with the highest unemployment rates in Washington, 18 are
served by the state CDBG program.

e Local communities are experiencing revenue declines that severely limit their
capacity to fund community and economic development activities.

e Local communities faced a $7.5 billion infrastructure financing gap, even before
the worst of the current economic crisis.

e A survey of non-entitlement jurisdictions identified infrastructure as the highest
priority for state CDBG program funding.

e Long-term shifts to Washington’s economy particularly impact rural
communities.

o Arecent study showed that microenterprises (businesses employing five or fewer
persons) employ over 20 percent of the workforce in rural areas.

Key Strategies

e Prioritize infrastructure funding for sewer and water systems and transportation
facilities that primarily benefit low- to moderate-income people.

e Support economic development activities that directly result in job creation,
including infrastructure projects and revolving loan funds.

e Focus on funding microenterprise loan programs in rural areas.
Work with partners to assess funding for public services activities.

e Encourage and support jurisdictions that engage in strategic planning, particularly
planning to address fair housing disparity or to address public health and safety
when required by a regulatory agency.

Outcome Objectives

Program activities must further the HUD goal of developing viable urban communities by
providing decent housing, a suitable living environment and expanding economic
opportunities for low- and moderate income persons. HUD regulations also establish
three objectives: sustainability, affordability and availability/accessibility. An outcome
must meet at least one national goal and objective.

Local governments are responsible for prioritizing projects to meet the greatest need in
their communities and applying for funding from the HOME, ESG, HOPWA and CDBG
programs. Therefore, actual program outcomes over the long term depend on the types of
projects local governments propose.

Outcome objectives are projections based on estimated outcomes for 2010 as described in

the 2010 Action Plan for the HOME, ESG, HOPWA and CDBG programs, and were
developed from a review of projects funded during past years.
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Affordable Housing
Table 111 estimates affordable housing outcomes during the 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan
period. For additional information, please see the 2010 Action Plan.

Table lll: Housing Outcome Objectives, 2010-2014

Expected Outcomes by

National Goal and Objective Program, 2010-2014

Description

Decent Housing

Support access to affordable and special needs
HOME GP: 375 households | housing in collaboration with the Housing Trust
Fund and other funders

Affordability, Sustainability &
Availability/accessibility

Support access to affordable and special needs
Availability/accessibility CDBG: 375 households housing in collaboration with the Housing Trust
Fund

Maintain housing stock by rehabilitating single

Sustainability CDBG: 125 households . .
family occupancy housing

TBRA: 6,000 households Create/preserve affordable housing and

Affordability . .
HOPWA: 1,670 households provide rental assistance

Suitable Living Environment

Availability/accessibility ESG: 100,000 persons Provide emergency shelter and services

Community Development

Table IV estimates non-housing community and economic development outcomes for the
CDBG program outcomes during the 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan period. For
additional information, please see the 2010 Action Plan.

Table IV: Community Development Outcome Objectives, 2010-2014

Expected
National Goal and Objective Outcomes, Description
2010-2014
Suitable Living Environment
5 A - £ existi
Availability/accessibility 50,000 ccess to new or expansion of existing water, sewer,
persons and street systems
Availability/accessibility 1 million Incre.ase access t9 new'o'r.expande'd services by
persons funding community facilities and direct services
500,000 Improvements and repairs to existing water, sewer,

Sustainabilit
ustainabifty households and street systems

Expand Economic Opportunity

Fund new or expanded infrastructure in support of
Availability/accessibility 400 jobs economic development or microenterprise
assistance to create/retain jobs

Fund infrastructure improvements in support of
Sustainability 135 jobs economic development, including loans to eligible
private businesses to create/retain jobs

2010-2014 Strategic Plan ix
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SECTION 1: GENERAL

General Questions

1. Describe the geographic areas of the jurisdiction (including areas of low
income families and/or racial/minority concentration) in which assistance will
be directed.

2. Describe the basis for allocating investments geographically within the
jurisdiction (91.315(a)(1)) and the basis for assigning the priority (including
the relative priority, where required) given to each category of priority needs
(91.315(a)(2)). Where appropriate, the jurisdiction should estimate the
percentage of funds the jurisdiction plans to dedicate to target areas.

3. Identify any obstacles to meeting underserved needs (91.315(a)(3)).
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SECTION 1: GENERAL

GEOGRAPHIC AREAS OF JURISDICTION

The geographic distinction determining allocation of HOME, ESG, HOPWA and CDBG
program funds is between the state's major urban centers and the smaller cities, counties
and rural areas of Washington. Major urban centers are funded for one or more program
directly by HUD, while smaller cities, counties and rural areas are funded through the
Washington State Department of Commerce.

Major Urban Centers Table 1: Jurisdictions Funded

Directly by HUD, 2009
Major urban centers receive direct HUD assistance T
as “participating jurisdictions” for the HOME Funded © | w ‘3‘
« e e e . ’s ) = Q
program, “formula jurisdictions” for the ESG and Directly by 8|9 215
HOPWA programs, and/or “entitlement HUD T
jurisdictions” for the CDBG program. Major urban Anacortes .
centers, especially the Seattle-Tacoma metropolitan Auburn .
area, often employ experienced housing and Bellevue R
community development staff. These communities Bellingham o | o
also benefit from experienced nonprofit housing Bremerton .
developers and advocates, who are able to raise Clark County o« | o
local funding and develop innovative projects and Thurston County .
programs. Everett .
Federal Way .
Table 1 shows which jurisdictions were funded Kennewick .
directly by HUD in 2009. These communities are Kent City .
generally not eligible for additional funding for the King County b I B
same program through the Washington State Kitsap County c |l
Department of Commerce. Lakewood .
Longview U .
Smaller Cities, Counties and Rural Areas Mount Vernon | *
Olympia .
HOME, ESG, HOPWA and CDBG programs funds o ————
distributed by the Department of Commerce are Renton ity Y .
allocated to smaller cities, counties and rural areas of -~ P
the state, with some limited funding also available for <~ PR I R
capacity bU|I(_1|ng. Funding fo_r affordabl_e hou_smg shoreline .
and community development in smaller jurisdictions Snohomish
will be made available by: County e
Spokane . . .
e Prioritizing HOME Tenant-Based Rental Spokane County | e | o
Assistance (TBRA) funds to areas of the state | Tacoma bl L
not receiving other HOME funds. Vancouver * L
e Using state CDBG funds in non-entitlement Wenatchee *
jurisdictions (cities and towns with less than Yakima b
50,000 populations or counties with less than 200,000 populations, unless the
jurisdiction belongs to a HUD Urban County Consortium).
2010-2014 Strategic Plan 3




SECTION 1: GENERAL

e Distributing ESG in areas not directly allocated ESG funds by HUD.

e Using all state HOPWA funds in jurisdictions other than Seattle (which is directly
allocated HOPWA funds by HUD).

Proportion of Overall HUD Assistance Distributed by the Department of Commerce

In 2009, Washington state as a whole received over $100 million in HUD funds for all
four programs combined as shown in Table 2. Of this total, $72 million went directly to
larger jurisdictions and $29 million was allocated to smaller communities by the
Department of Commerce. The distribution of funds is tied to population, so urban and
rural areas receive about the same level of funding per capita.

Table 2: Distribution of HUD Funds in 2009

Distribution of HUD
. CDBG HOME ESG HOPWA Total
Funds in 2009

Communities funded directly | ¢45 378284 | $23,316,271 | $1,296,231 | $1,705,852 | $71,696,638
by HUD

% of total assistance 75% 67% 48% 72% 71%
Communities funded through | ¢15 479,447 | $11,401,291 | $1,378,357 | $671,553 | $28,930,648
Dep't of Commerce

% of total assistance 25% 33% 52% 28% 29%
Total Assistance $60,857,731 | $34,717,562 | $2,674,588 | $2,377,405 | $100,627,286

Targeting Funding

Aside from the distinction between communities that receive funding directly from HUD
and the rest of the state, the Department of Commerce does not set aside funds for
particular regions. While some geographic areas may have lower overall need than
others, every area may have acute and urgent problems that require assistance. Open
funding programs using competitive criteria to award funds serve the state best by
allowing each community to organize and develop those projects that best meet local
needs. To ensure that funds serve communities across the state some programs, including
CDBG, limit communities to one application per category of grant per cycle.

Please see the demographic portion of the Housing Needs section for information about
geographic concentrations of low-income and racial/ethnic minority households.

4 2010-2014 Strategic Plan



SECTION 1: GENERAL

Managing the Process (91.300 (b))

1. Lead Agency. Identify the lead agency or entity for overseeing the
development of the plan and the major public and private agencies
responsible for administering programs covered by the consolidated
plan.

2. Identify the significant aspects of the process by which the plan was
developed, and the agencies, groups, organizations, and others who
participated in the process.

3. Describe the jurisdiction's consultations with housing, social service
agencies, and other entities, including those focusing on services to
children, elderly persons, persons with disabilities, persons with
HIV/AIDS and their families, and homeless persons.

2010-2014 Strategic Plan 5
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LEAD AGENCY RESPONSIBLE FOR DEVELOPING THE CONSOLIDATED PLAN

The Washington State Department of Commerce (formerly the Department of
Community, Trade and Economic Development) is the state agency responsible for
overseeing the development and implementation of the 2010- 2014 Consolidated Plan.

Additional information about the Department of Commerce, including the organizational
structure for administering the HOME, CDBG, ESG and HOPWA programs, is provided
in the Institutional Structure section of this plan. This section also describes partnerships
between the Department of Commerce and other public and private agencies through
which the Consolidated Plan is administered.

PROCESS OF DEVELOPING THE CONSOLIDATED PLAN

Participation from citizens, agencies, advocacy groups, nonprofit organizations,
businesses and others concerned with housing and community development in
Washington was encouraged throughout the planning process. Highlights of the process
of developing the 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan included:

e Updating data on affordable housing and community development needs, assisted
by the Research Services unit of the Department of Commerce;

e Reviewing studies, reports and strategic plans related to affordable housing and
community/economic development that were recently published by state agencies,
local governments and nonprofit organizations;

e Surveying affordable housing stakeholders including community action agencies,
fair housing agencies, advocacy groups, nonprofit organizations and for-profit
housing developers to determine priority housing needs;

e Surveying local government jurisdictions that are eligible for state CDBG
program funding to determine priority community and economic development
needs;

e Participating in Department of Commerce regional meetings related to the
agency’s new mission of growing and improving jobs in Washington state;

e Presenting information on the Consolidated Plan and hearing feedback at CDBG
application workshops; and

e Holding public hearings in Olympia from 10 a.m. to 12 p.m. on July 8, 2009, and
from 1 p.m. to 3 p.m. on July 23, 2009.

CONSULTATION

The following governmental and nonprofit organizations were consulted on priority
housing and community development needs in Washington through surveys, reviews of
published studies, reports and plans, follow-up conversations to gather additional data,
and/or requests to review relevant portions of the draft 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan
during the public comment period.
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State and Federal Agencies

Washington State Department of Archeology and Historic Preservation
Washington State Department of Corrections

Washington State Department of Ecology

Washington State Department of Health

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Washington State Department of Transportation
Washington State Housing Finance Commission
Washington State Office of Financial Management
Washington State Public Works Board

US Department of Agriculture / Rural Development

US Department of Housing and Urban Development

Washington State Department of Commerce
Community Services Division
Financial Services Division
o Research Services
International Trade and Economic Development Division
o Grant and Loan Services Unit
Local Government Division
o Community Development Programs
o Community Development Block Grant Program
o Growth Management Services
Housing Division
o Resource Allocation Unit
Contract Compliance and Asset Management Unit
Housing Assistance Unit
Housing Improvements and Preservation Unit
Lead-Based Paint Program
Policy Advisory Team
Washington State Affordable Housing Advisory Board
State Advisory Council on Homelessness

O O O O O o0 O

Nonprofit Organizations

Association of Washington Cities

Association of Washington Housing Authorities
Columbia Legal Services

Evergreen Rural Water of Washington

Habitat for Humanity

Rural Community Assistance Corporation
Washington Economic Development Association
Washington Low Income Housing Alliance
Washington Lender’s Network

Washington State Association of Counties
Washington State Coalition for the Homeless
Washington State Community Action Partnership
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Local Governments

Counties, cities and towns eligible for state CDBG program funding were also consulted
through a survey on community development needs. Table 3 lists jurisdictions that
responded to the survey. Together, these jurisdictions comprise a population of over
880,000 persons eligible to be served by the state CDBG program.

Table 3: Community Development Needs Survey Respondents

Counties Cities Towns
Asotin Bingen Grand Coulee Republic Concrete Reardan
Douglas Brewster Grandview Rock Island Coulee City Rosalia
Franklin Bridgeport Hoquiam Royal City Creston Selah
Grant Castle Rock Kittitas Sequim Endicott S. Cle Elum
Jefferson Centralia Long Beach South Bend Garfield Twisp
Lewis Colfax Mesa Stevenson Hamilton Uniontown
Lincoln College Place Moses Lake Sumas Lyman Washtucna
Pend Oreille Dayton Oak Harbor Toledo Mansfield Wilbur
San Juan Elma Oakville Tonasket Metaline Wilson Creek
Skamania Entiat Othello Toppenish Metaline Falls Winthrop
Whitman Ephrata Pomeroy Walla Walla Rainier
Yakima Everson Port Angeles Warden
Forks Port Townsend Winlock
Goldendale Raymond

2010-2014 Strategic Plan
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*

Citizen Participation (91.300 (b))
Provide a summary of the citizen participation process.
Provide a summary of citizen comments or views on the plan.*
Provide a summary of efforts made to broaden public participation in the
development of the consolidated plan, including outreach to minorities and non-

English speaking persons, as well as persons with disabilities. *

Provide a written explanation of comments not accepted and the reasons why
these comments were not accepted. *

These sections will be written after the public comment period on the draft 2010-

2014 Consolidated Plan.

2010-2014 Strategic Plan 9
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CITIZEN PARTICIPATION PROCESS

Citizen Participation Plan

The citizen participation requirements for state governments receiving HUD funds are
located under 24 CFR 91.115. The participation plan must provide for and encourage
citizens to participate in the development of the consolidated plan, any substantial
amendments to the consolidated plan, and the performance report. Based on these
requirements, the Department of Commerce has established the following procedures for
ensuring effective public participation.

Consultation

Local governments, advisory groups, program stakeholders, other state agencies
and interested citizens will be consulted during preliminary development of the
Consolidated and Action Plans. They, and others, will also be consulted in the
event amendments are necessary to the Consolidated or Action Plans.

State and federal agencies will be consulted when changes could affect or change
the way state managed HUD resources work with existing program structures.

Surveys and Meetings

When developing the Consolidated Plan or when there are significant proposed
changes to policy or program design, the Department of Commerce will conduct
surveys, and/or convene focus group(s), workshop(s), or public meeting(s) to seek
input.

If feasible, the Department of Commerce will conduct multiple surveys or
meetings to gather broad public comment and input. Surveys will be accessible
online. Meetings will be located on both the east and west sides of the state when
appropriate and feasible; otherwise the meeting will be held either on the west or
east side of the state.

The meeting location(s) will be barrier-free and a contact person will be specified
to provide special accommodations upon request.

Notices of surveys or meetings will be posted on the Department of Commerce
website and distributed 14 calendar days in advance through electronic mail to
applicable citizen participation distribution lists maintained by the Housing, Local
Government and/or International Trade and Economic Development divisions.
Notices of surveys or meetings, when appropriate and feasible, may also be
distributed through the mail and published in one or more newspapers of general
circulation.

Public Hearings and Publication Information

10

At least one public hearing will be conducted on housing and community
development needs before the proposed Consolidated Plan is published for
comment.

Public hearing locations will be barrier-free and a contact person will be specified
to provide special accommodation to citizens that request it.

Notices will be posted on the Department of Commerce's website and distributed
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through electronic mail to applicable citizen participation distribution lists
maintained by the Housing, Local Government, and/or International Trade and
Economic Development divisions 14 calendar days in advance of the public
hearing. Notices will also be sent by electronic mail to local governments, 14
calendar days in advance of the public hearing and published in at least two
regional newspapers of general circulation or business journals, 14 calendar days
in advance of the public hearing.

Notices will describe locations, times, purpose of the public hearing and invite
people with special needs to contact a specified person to make appropriate
arrangements.

Generally, public hearings will not be necessary for amendments.

In the event that a program component is added or eliminated, several non-
grammatical changes are needed or the state determines it would benefit from a
public hearing, a public hearing or set of public hearings will be conducted by the
Department of Commerce, which may be conducted by video conferencing
through local video conferencing facilities.

Amendments to the State's Method of Distribution

Amendments to the Consolidated Plan are necessary at least once each year as a means of
proposing and updating the state's method of distributing HUD funds. Annual
amendments to the state's Consolidated Plan are called the Action Plan. In addition,
amendments will be necessary when new funding programs are available and need to be
incorporated into the five-year Consolidated Plan prior to implementation. Amendments
to the Consolidated Plan will be necessary when:

Funding amounts are 10 percent more or less than amounts anticipated in the
Action Plan or,

Components of the programs within the Consolidated Plan or Action Plan are
proposed to change significantly in scope (such as eliminating a component or
changing the method of distribution of funds).

Opportunity to Examine Consolidated Plan or Amendment

Interested parties will be able to examine a copy of the proposed Consolidated
Plan or Amendment via the internet at www.commerce.wa.gov, at the Department
of Commerce's office in Olympia or request a copy from a designated contact
person. Archived versions will be available in perpetuity at the state library. A
copy of the Plan or Amendment will also be posted on the Department of
Commerce's website.

Copies will be made available in a form accessible to persons with disabilities
upon request.

Notices of the availability of the proposed Consolidated Plan or Amendment for
review will be posted on the Department of Commerce website and distributed
through electronic mail to applicable citizen participation distribution lists
maintained by the Housing, Local Government and/or International Trade and
Economic Development divisions in advance of the publication of the proposed
Plan or Amendment.

A notice will also be published in at least two regional newspapers of general
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circulation or business journals, in advance of the publication of the proposed
Consolidated Plan or Amendment.

Notices will include a summary of the proposed Consolidated Plan or
Amendment that describes the contents and purpose of the Consolidated Plan or
Amendment, and will include a list of the locations where copies of the entire
proposed Consolidated Plan or Amendment may be examined.

Comments on Consolidated Plan and Amendments

The Department of Commerce will allow at least 30 calendar days for public
comment on the proposed Consolidated Plan or Amendment and will consider
comments received in writing during the comment period or orally at the public
hearing, before preparing the final Consolidated Plan or Amendment.

The Department of Commerce will respond to each comment received during the
public comment period and from the public hearing.

A summary of these comments or views, and a summary of any comments or
views not accepted and the reasons therefore, will be attached to the final
Consolidated Plan or Amendment submitted to HUD. Similar comments may be
combined, in which case the number of people or organizations that concur with
the issue will be specified.

Performance Reports

Performance Reports will be complete and available for review at least 21
calendar days prior to when they are submitted to HUD.

Notice of report availability and the name of a contact person will be distributed
through electronic mail to applicable citizen participation distribution lists
maintained by the Housing, Local Government and/or International Trade and
Economic Development divisions.

The Department of Commerce will allow at least 15 calendar days for public
comment and will consider comments received in writing during the comment
period, or orally at any public hearing, before submitting the Performance Report
to HUD.

A summary of these comments or views will be attached to the Performance
Report submitted to HUD. Similar comments may be combined, in which case
the number of people or organizations that concur with the issue, as expressed,
will be specified.

Access to Records

Citizens, public agencies, and other interested parties will be provided with reasonable
and timely access to information and records relating to the state’s Consolidated Plan, all
subsequent amendments, and the state’s use of assistance under the programs covered by
the Consolidated Plan during the preceding five years. Requests for information may be
submitted to:

CDBG Program
Department of Commerce
906 Columbia Street Southwest

12
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Post Office Box 42525
Olympia, Washington 98504-2525

Complaints
Written complaints and grievances regarding the Consolidated Plan or its subsequent

amendments will be logged in by the appropriate person, then forwarded through the
correct channels and monitored for resolution and timely response.

The complaint procedure provides for appropriate program staff to conduct follow-up
research, including notification to the jurisdictions/grant recipient/contractor, and to write
a response to the complainant. When possible, the complainant will receive a written or
oral response within 15 working days.

The complaint may also be treated as an administrative review when the complaint is
related to program staff interpretation of program policies or rules. An administrative
review may take longer than 15 working days to complete. The complainant will be
notified when their complaint is going to receive administrative review and will be
provided an estimate of time needed for a response.

Requirements for Local Jurisdictions

The Washington State CDBG program requires that local government demonstrate within
its initial application for funds that it has met the program’s citizen participation
requirements. Documentation must include the local government’s process for seeking
and obtaining citizen participation leading up to application submittal, the process for
ensuring ongoing citizen participation, and a grievance procedure.

Based on the federal citizen participation requirements outlined in 24 CFR 570.486, the
local government’s minimum requirements for the submission of a CDBG application are
to:

e Conduct at least one public hearing prior to submission of the CDBG application.
This hearing must be held at a convenient time and location to encourage citizen
participation.

e Publish an official announcement of the hearing, providing reasonable advance
notice. A sample public hearing notice with required language is available from
the Department of Commerce upon request.

¢ Distribute information on the availability of CDBG funds and the eligible uses at
the public hearing. Sample fact sheets are available from the Department of
Commerce upon request.

¢ Review local demographic data to determine if it is reasonable to expect a
significant number of non-English speaking residents to participate in the public
hearing and advertise and conduct the public hearing in accordance with this
determination. Detailed guidance on providing and documenting outreach and
accommodation for non-English speaking residents is provided in the application
handbooks and available from the Department of Commerce upon request.

e Adopt a grievance procedure for the use of CDBG funds. A sample grievance
procedure is available from the Department of Commerce upon request.
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e Document that the notice was published and the hearing was held. A
documentation checklist is provided below.

The required citizen participation documentation to be submitted with the application
includes:

e A copy of the public hearing minutes, including a statement that the CDBG
required handouts were distributed.
A copy of the affidavit of publication or the notice from the paper.
The Outreach and Accommodation for Non-English Speaking Residents form,
documenting the review and determination of local data on non-English speaking
populations, the list of outreach steps (if applicable) and accommodations made.
e A copy of the local government’s adopted Grievance Procedure.

CITI1ZEN PARTICIPATION IN THE 2010-2014 CONSOLIDATED PLAN*
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS*
EFFORTS TO BROADEN PUBLIC PARTICIPATION®

* These sections will be written after the public comment period on the draft 2010-2014
Consolidated Plan.
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Institutional Structure (91.315 (k))

1. Explain the institutional structure through which the jurisdiction will carry out its
consolidated plan, including private industry, nonprofit organizations, and public
institutions.

2. Assess the strengths and gaps in the delivery system.

3. Assess the strengths and gaps in the delivery system for public housing, including
a description of the organizational relationship between the jurisdiction and the
public housing agency, including the appointing authority for the commissioners
or board of housing agency, relationship regarding hiring, contracting and
procurement; provision of services funded by the jurisdiction; review by the
jurisdiction of proposed capital improvements as well as proposed development,
demolition or disposition of public housing developments.
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INSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURE

The State of Washington supports a variety of housing assistance, community and
economic development programs intended to assist residents with obtaining affordable,
decent housing in a healthy, safe environment and ensure the vitality of communities
across the state.

A key objective of state housing programs is to assist very low-income and special needs
households who cannot find affordable, safe and adequate housing in the private market.
Acting with federal, local and nonprofit partners, the state provides financial support for
the construction of new housing and rehabilitation of existing housing units. The state
also provides some direct subsidies in the form of vouchers to assist low-income
households to pay rent. The Washington State Department of Commerce and the
Washington State Housing Finance Commission are the primary state agencies
responsible for administering state housing assistance programs.

Community and economic development programs work with local governments,
nonprofit organizations and private businesses to meet the infrastructure, health and
safety, employment and commercial needs of communities in Washington. These
programs are administered by a wide variety of state agencies including the departments
of Commerce, Ecology, Social and Health Services, Health, and Employment Security.

Department of Commerce

The Department of Commerce is the lead agency charged with enhancing and promoting
sustainable communities and economic vitality in Washington State. Commerce
programs support state and local efforts to:

o Attract, retain and expand business activities

e Provide services for managing growth and energy resources

 Increase international trade and tourism

o Develop affordable housing, community facilities and public infrastructure

« Provide support services for vulnerable populations to assist them in times of
crisis and help them achieve self-sufficiency

The Department of Commerce develops and administers the consolidated plan and
distributes funding to communities and organizations across the state from the following
HUD programs:

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
Emergency Shelter Grant (ESG)

HOME Investment Partnerships (HOME)

Housing Opportunities for Persons With AIDS (HOPWA)

These programs are administered within three divisions of the Department of Commerce
as shown in Figure 1.
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Figure I: Department of Commerce Organizational Chart

Department of
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|
I | |
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Housing Local Government and Economic

Development
ESG, HOME, CDBG-Supported
CDBG
HOPWA Loan Funds

The Housing Division works in partnership with private lenders, nonprofit organizations,
local governments, other state agencies and the federal government to strategically invest
in affordable housing opportunities for the maximum number of households that
combined resources will allow. Low-income individuals and families, farmworkers and
persons with special need benefit from Housing Division programs such as the
Washington State Housing Trust Fund. The division also supports a vital safety net of
emergency shelters and transitional housing programs for homeless families and
individuals statewide.

The Local Government Division assists local governments as they make decisions on
how they want to grow, then provides help in making their plans a reality by strategically
funding infrastructure improvements and promoting vital public safety and cultural
features that make communities safe and satisfying places to live and work.

The International Trade and Economic Development Division supports business, travel,
investment and economic development activities in the state of Washington. The
division offers a wide range of services to partners in the public and private sectors,
including: assistance for importing and exporting products; locating or retaining
businesses; supporting partnerships for community development; tourism customer and
industry information; film and video production; and economic development in rural
communities.

The Department of Commerce will carry out the Consolidated Plan in partnership with
other state agencies, local governments, businesses and nonprofit organizations.
Commerce works with other state agencies to develop statewide priorities for the use of
limited federal and state funds. Cities, towns and counties work with business and
nonprofit organizations to develop projects that address the most pressing priority
housing and community development needs in their own communities.
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Housing Trust Fund

The Washington State Housing Trust Fund (HTF) was established in 1987 to help
communities meet the housing needs of low-income and special needs populations. The
HTF is administered by the Department of Commerce and provides funds to local
governments, nonprofit organizations and others.

HTF funds are used to:
e Support the construction, acquisition or rehabilitation of over 4,500 units of
housing every two years.
o Create rental and homeownership opportunities in every region of the state for
people with incomes below 80 percent of the average median income.
e Support special needs housing for clients of Department of Social and Health
Services and the Department of Health programs and services.

CDBG Housing Enhancement grants and HOME General Purpose grants are coordinated
with HTF funding cycles, reducing administrative costs and ensuring that projects have
adequate funding. State HTF funds that are targeted to HOME-eligible activities can also
be used to meet HOME program leveraging requirements.

Other State Agencies

Housing
Other state agencies, such as the Department of Social and Health Services (DSHS)

provide housing assistance through housing subsidies to individual clients as well as
funding services to clients in private and publicly owned housing. DSHS operates the
state’s human services programs including the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families
(TANF) program. DSHS works closely with the Department of Commerce to develop
and update the state’s 10-Year Homeless Plan and to coordinate services for people with
developmental disabilities and other special needs living in housing that is financed in
part by the Department of Commerce.

The Washington State Housing Finance Commission (HFC) issues revenue bonds to
finance affordable housing and administers Low-Income Housing Tax Credits in the
state. The HFC works in close partnership with the Department of Commerce and other
public funders as they evaluate and underwrite applications for funding to develop low-
income housing and participate on their credit committees. Commission staff are
members of key Department of Commerce stakeholder committees, including the
Affordable Housing Advisory Board and Policy Advisory Team. In addition, the director
of the Department of Commerce serves as a voting member of the commission.

A central role in achieving the state’s housing agenda and coordinating housing strategy
is carried out by the Affordable Housing Advisory Board (AHAB), which was
established by the state’s Affordable Housing Policy Act. Its principal function is to
analyze and recommend programs to achieve the state’s housing goals and to prepare and
update a five-year housing advisory plan. The purpose of the plan is to document the
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need for affordable housing in the state and the extent to which that need is being met
through public and private sector programs, to facilitate planning to meet the affordable
housing needs of the state, and to enable the development of sound strategies and
programs for affordable housing. AHAB also provides a focal point for increased
cooperation between state agencies, local government, public housing authorities, private
lenders and housing developers.

The Washington Center for Real Estate Research (WCRER) of Washington State
University conducts research and market analysis on housing and other real estate.
WCRER develops and maintains a statewide housing market database that compares
values, rents, vacancies and expenses in major markets and issue semi-annual reports.
The state Human Rights Commission (HRC) leads state fair housing efforts to ensure that
Washington residents have access to housing without discrimination.

Community and Economic Development

The Washington State Department of Ecology (ECY) is a partner with local governments
and the Department of Commerce in funding infrastructure related to stormwater and
sewage. The Department of Health (DOH) supports infrastructure for drinking water,
and plays a role in other health issues, including monitoring lead-based paint poisoning.

Together, the departments of Commerce, Health and Ecology support the Small
Communities Initiative, a collaboration to assist small, rural communities that are
simultaneously struggling with economic viability and compliance with health and
environmental regulations.

Other agencies, including the Employment Security Department, partner with the
Department of Commerce and DSHS to manage the state’s Temporary Aid to Needy
Families (TANF) program, WorkFirst.

Local Governments

Cities, Towns and Counties

Cities, towns and counties, particularly in rural areas of the state, are key partners with
the Department of Commerce in carrying out the consolidated plan. Local jurisdictions
assess need in their communities, secure funding from Commerce programs for projects
or services, and oversee subcontractors to assure compliance with federal and state
regulations. The Department of Commerce works to build local capacity and provides
technical and planning assistance to local governments.

Cities, towns and counties are also responsible for long-term planning under the Growth
Management Act (GMA). The act provides a statewide framework and timeline for
comprehensive planning required for over 240 local jurisdictions. While the state
provides some guidance, local governments have wide discretion in how to balance
various GMA goals, which includes planning for future affordable housing and
community development needs. Some GMA elements that are required to be addressed
by “fully planning” jurisdictions include:

2010-2014 Strategic Plan 19



SECTION 1: GENERAL

¢ Designation of urban growth areas (UGASs) where future development can be
served by adequate public facilities in an efficient manner. Urban growth areas
must include an adequate land supply to accommodate future population growth.

e Comprehensive plans must include a housing element which identifies sufficient
land for a broad range of housing types, including those historically difficult to
site.

o Local development regulations and capital improvement plans must both be
consistent with, and implement, the comprehensive plan.

e On a countywide basis, local jurisdictions develop and adopt a set of planning
policies on region-wide issues to guide the development of individual plans.
Housing policies that consider the need for affordable housing for all economic
segments of the populations and parameters for its distribution must be included.

e Jurisdictions must ascertain that adequate water is available before residential
building permits are issued, and assure that adequate public facilities will be
provided before approving any residential subdivision.

Public Housing Authorities (PHAS)

A public housing authority is an entity formed by a city, town or county to address
housing needs in the local community. PHAs are critical to meeting the affordable
housing needs of the state’s poorest citizens. There are over 30 active housing authorities
across the state, empowered to:

¢ Develop, own and manage housing alone or through partnerships and joint
ventures.

e Make loans to nonprofit and for-profit housing developers.

e Issue tax-exempt and taxable bonds as well as finance their own housing.

¢ Investigate and study housing conditions to make recommendations concerning
improvements.

e Acquire property for housing projects through the power of eminent domain.

Property owned by housing authorities is exempt from all taxes or special assessments.
Housing authorities enter into creative partnerships with private, nonprofit agencies, and
local governments to provide affordable housing. Several housing authorities in
Washington have set up 501 (c) (3) nonprofit corporations to take advantage of federal
programs not available to public housing authorities, gain operational flexibility and
generate resources that can be used to offset losses in federal programs caused by
insufficient funding levels.

The majority of the households who live in public housing today have incomes well
below 50 percent of the area median income (AMI), many below 30 percent of AMI. A
large number of frail, elderly people and single individuals with disabilities live in
housing authority units. As standards of care have evolved to discourage
institutionalization for persons with mental health or developmental disabilities, PHAS
have taken on much of the task of providing them with affordable housing.
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In Washington, PHASs are local entities over which the Department of Commerce has no
direct oversight. The Department of Commerce is an investment partner on certain
projects with PHAS, and certifies that PHA plans are consistent with the state
consolidated plan where required by HUD regulations.

Nonprofit Organizations

The role of nonprofit organizations in providing affordable housing and community
development cannot be overstated. Without nonprofit developers and agencies, much of
the low- and very low-income housing in the state would simply not have been built.
Nonprofits, including faith-based organizations, run many of the programs that provide
emergency shelter, transitional housing, housing with supportive services and public
services to people in need. Nonprofit organizations help carry out the consolidated plan
both directly and indirectly. For some programs, nonprofits develop projects and apply
for funds independently while for other programs they partner with local governments or
contract as sub-recipients.

Nonprofit organizations play a role in the consolidated planning process through their
research and advocacy work. Components of the 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan that were
developed through partnerships between the Department of Commerce and nonprofit
organizations include the Affordable Housing Inventory developed by the Washington
Low Income Housing Alliance and the Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
written by the Fair Housing Center of Washington.

Advocacy organizations such as the Washington State Coalition Against Domestic
Violence and Columbia Legal Services also compiled and analyzed data that appear in
the consolidated plan, consulted with Department of Commerce staff in developing the
plan, and provided a needed voice for their constituents throughout the planning process.

For-Profit Businesses

For-profit businesses are critical to the economic health of Washington state, providing
jobs, services and tax revenue used by the state and local governments to provide
affordable housing and community services. State agencies, local jurisdictions, housing
authorities and nonprofit organizations contract with for-profit businesses in a variety of
ways that help in carrying out the consolidated plan. Businesses such as developers and
lenders are important to the overall health of the housing market. In past years, market
conditions made it profitable for private developers to build affordable housing with
minimal subsidies. As housing prices have risen, low- and moderate- income households
are less able to afford units produced by private developers at market rates. Still,
businesses play an important role in developing affordable housing.

Private developers build and rehabilitate affordable housing with HUD funds distributed
by the Department of Commerce to local jurisdictions. For-profit businesses also help
drive economic development, particularly in rural communities. A portion of CDBG
program funds are loaned by local governments to businesses in ways that directly create
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jobs for low- to moderate income persons. Funds for microenterprise assistance help
Washington’s smallest businesses start or expand, providing opportunities for economic
development directly to individuals.

STRENGTHS AND GAPS IN THE DELIVERY SYSTEM

The main strength in the delivery system is the relationship between the Department of
Commerce and local governments. The department provides administration, oversight,
technical assistance and statewide prioritization of needs. Local governments provide the
“on-the-ground” work of service delivery and maintain the flexibility to address the most
pressing needs in their communities using strategies that they and their constituents
choose. This partnership allows communities to benefit from state expertise and
coordination without losing control over strategic decision making.

Data presented in the 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan demonstrates significant ongoing
affordable housing and community development needs in communities throughout the
state. The principle factor that limits delivery of services to address these needs is state
and local government capacity, particularly the availability of funding. While overall
capacity is the greatest limit to providing services, gaps in the delivery system are also
contributing factors.

Funding Gap
The State of Washington places a high priority on affordable housing and community

development. Budget surpluses from 2004 to 2007 allowed the state to substantially
increase investment in programs like the Housing Trust Fund and provide additional
funding for infrastructure to local communities, despite reductions in federal funding. As
state surpluses turned to near-record deficits in 2008, the state was forced to reduce
funding for these programs, limiting the ability of agencies and local governments to
respond to increased need.

Gaps caused by revenue cycles cannot be eliminated, but the state is taking steps to
reduce their impact. In addition to streamlining administrative programs to maximize
funding available for projects, the state is studying ways to leverage funds further, such
as loan guarantees and gap financing for projects that are ready to proceed but have yet to
secure loans from the private market. Delays associated with securing financing can
increase project costs substantially. Strategic use of limited state resources can both
allow the state to fund more projects, and reduce each project’s costs.

The State of Washington has also taken new measures to address the needs of businesses
and the long-term economic development of the state. A 2009 law transformed the
Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development into the Department of
Commerce, with the mission of growing and improving jobs. The department’s efforts to
support businesses may assist Washington in recovering from the current recession and
contribute to bringing about a return of state budget surpluses.
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Coordination Gap

The need for better coordination and communication among the state agencies that play a
role in the housing delivery system has been seen as a critical issue at the state level. The
Department of Commerce and representatives from other state agencies whose work
impacts the housing delivery system agree that agencies must work together to improve
access to affordable housing for Washington residents and have made an effort to
improve communication and coordination.

The Department of Commerce invited other agencies to participate in identifying
priorities and strategies during the development of this Consolidated Plan, and will
continue to involve them in future planning efforts. In addition, efforts have been made
during the past five-year plan period to increase coordination of services to prevent
homelessness for persons discharged from state institutions or care. For example, in a
2008 pilot program the Department of Commerce funded projects in three counties to
provide housing for recently-released offenders, coordinating with the Department of
Corrections.

Market Gaps
Another gap in the delivery of services relates to the economic realities of assisting

persons with extremely low incomes. Financing construction of housing projects, for
example, relies in part on rents which are tied to tenants’ income. A project serving
persons with incomes below 30 percent of median income therefore requires a much
greater level of subsidy funding than a project serving persons earning 50-80 percent of
median income.

Meeting operations and maintenance needs of emergency shelters, transitional housing,
and supportive housing for persons with special needs is another market gap, as clients
often have no money or live on fixed-incomes. Supportive services (including case-
management, health services, addiction counseling, employment services, legal services,
etc.) are needed by chronically homeless persons, victims of domestic violence, youth
exiting the foster care system, ex-offenders and others in order to allow them to remain in
housing over the long term.

A similar gap relates to economies of scale. While large housing projects can be built in
urban areas, potentially reducing costs per unit, affordable housing needs in rural
communities require diffuse solutions.

The Department of Commerce works to mitigate economic gaps in a number of ways.
The difficulty in financing affordable housing for persons with extremely low incomes is
one reason HOME funds are used for Tenant-Based Rental Assistance. TBRA also
allows communities to meet an individual household’s needs immediately, while the
longer-term solution, the creation and preservation of affordable housing, requires
substantial public subsidy. CDBG grants can be used for new or expanded public
services, and when General Purpose funds are used for construction of a community
facility, initial startup of public services can also be funded.
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Monitoring (91.330)

1. Describe the standards and procedures the jurisdiction will use to monitor its
housing and community development projects and ensure long-term compliance
with program requirements and comprehensive planning requirements.
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MONITORING STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES
Overview

The contracts executed by the Department of Commerce include all applicable program
requirements. Commerce monitors contracts for compliance with specific program
requirements and for general management, performance goals, financial management,
data collection and reporting, eligibility determinations, nondiscrimination, program
outreach, timely reporting, project completion, and monitoring of sub recipients (as
applicable).

Primary Goals

Commerce has five primary goals while monitoring programs and projects:
e Ensure accomplishment of service or product.
Ensure accountability of public funds and minimization of risk.
Ensure compliance with federal and state requirements.
Evaluate organizational and project performance for a specific time period.
Provide bold leadership and exceptional service.

These goals apply to all programs and services at the Department of Commerce. The
following sections describe how these goals are implemented in the monitoring plans for
the four Consolidated Plan programs.

HOME Program Monitoring Plans

General and specific monitoring policies and procedures for desk and on-site monitoring
apply to each program receiving HOME funds.

General monitoring standards for the HOME General Purpose and Tenant Based Rental
Assistance (TBRA) programs include:

e Performing an annual risk assessment of each program and/or project funded with
HOME monies. The risk assessment will identify which funding recipients
require comprehensive monitoring. High-risk funding recipients include those
that are:

o New organizations to the HOME program.

o Experiencing turnover in key staff positions, such as executive director and
chief financial officer.

o Repeated past compliance or performance problems.

o Undertaking multiple HOME-funded activities for the first time, such as rental
projects and Tenant Based Rental Assistance.

o Not submitting timely documentation, such as annual reports and/or requests
for reimbursement.
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e Reviewing annual performance reports and comparing activities that are reported
with the original contract and purpose of the program, along with any subsequent
amendments.

e Taking appropriate corrective action in situations of noncompliance in
conformance with contract terms and conditions. Generally, the following
intervention stages will be used:

Stage 1 — Low-level intervention will include one or more of the following actions:
o Clearly identify problem areas and required corrective action;
e Plan a strategy with the contractor that includes any training or technical
assistance that may help to address identified problems;
e Require more frequent or more thorough reporting by the contractor; or
Conduct more frequent contractor monitoring reviews.

Stage 2 — Moderate-level intervention may be attempted after the Stage 1 level and will
include one or more of the actions referred to in the suspension actions sections of the
appropriate contract.

Stage 3 — High-level intervention, the most serious actions available, may be taken to put
an end to noncompliance problems. Such steps may include the following:

e Suspending the contractor from Housing Finance Unit program eligibility;

e Termination of the contractor’s contract for the project;

e Legal action, to include foreclosure of the project property in question.

Specific monitoring policies and procedures for HOME programs include:
HOME General Purpose (GP)
Perform on-site inspections of HOME-assisted units in rental housing developments no
less than:
e Every three years for projects of one to four units,
e Every two years for projects with five to 25 units, and
e Annually for projects with 26 or more units.

HOME Tenant-Based Rental Assistance (TBRA)

Perform biennial desk monitoring of contractors to ensure contract compliance. In
addition, perform annual monitoring of documentation of on-site inspections of rental
housing occupied by tenants receiving HOME-TBRA.

ESG and HOPWA Programs Monitoring Plan

Perform on-site monitoring for ESG and HOPWA contractors every three years. Desk
monitoring of contractors will be performed every two years.
e Monitoring will be conducted using a standardized monitoring instrument and
will be documented in the appropriate monitoring file.
e Instances of noncompliance will be corrected immediately. When such
immediate correction is not feasible, the agency will correct such deficiencies
within 30 calendar days, providing the Department of Commerce with copies of

26 2010-2014 Strategic Plan



SECTION 1: GENERAL

supporting documents demonstrating the corrective action taken. Additional time
for corrective action may be allowed, on a case-by-case basis.

e Arisk analysis will be performed annually. For the HOPWA program this will be
based upon the data reported in annual performance reports. The analysis will
also include, but not be limited to, audit reports, evidence of key staff turnover,
timeliness of billings and other reporting requirements.

e Agencies determined to be at a high level of risk for fund accountability and
program compliance will be scheduled for monitoring within the next six to 12
months.

¢ Instances of noncompliance will be recorded and reported, as necessary, to
members of the Housing Division and other Commerce Dept. divisions that may
be providing funds to the noncompliant entity.

e Once an agency has fully complied with program requirements and can be
categorized at a lower level of risk, monitoring may then revert to the regular two-
year schedule.

CDBG Program Monitoring Plan

The CDBG program seeks to ensure that all funded projects are successful. From the
time an application for assistance is received to final closeout of the contract, the CDBG
program assesses a project for the value it will add to the community, documents how it
will meet a national objective and monitors for compliance with federal and state
requirements.

Initially, an application for assistance must pass through the CDBG threshold review
process to determine that the proposed activity is eligible, has local government support
and meets basic criteria. Then the application passes through the rating and selection
process, which objectively assesses the need, capacity, readiness and results. Once these
reviews are met, the Department of Commerce and the local government establish a
contract that defines scope, schedule, budget and expected outcomes of the project.

CDBG funds a wide range of projects and has determined the following monitoring plan
based on the type of project funded and the risk associated with non-construction or
construction projects:

e Non-construction projects will be desk monitored over the life of the contract
following the monitoring standards and procedures set forth in the CDBG Non-
Construction Grant Handbook.

e Construction projects will be monitored on-site at least once during the contract
period.

e Construction projects will be desk monitored at critical stages of the project,
including environmental reviews, request for release of funds, procurement of
contractors, and initial labor standards package review.

HUD representatives may also conduct monitoring visits to assure that grantees are
carrying out their programs in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.
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Monitoring standards and procedures for CDBG contracts are set forth in Section 15 of
the CDBG Management Handbook and Section 10 of the CDBG Non-Construction
Handbook. Training and technical assistance on all aspects of CDBG performance and
compliance issues are available upon request.

The CDBG staff objectives for monitoring are to determine if grantees are:

e Carrying out their CDBG-funded activities as described in their contracts (as
modified or amended);

e Carrying out the program or project in a timely manner in accordance with the
schedule included in the CDBG contract;

e Charging costs to the program or project which are eligible under applicable
regulations;

e Complying with other applicable laws, regulations and terms of the CDBG
contract;

e Conducting the program in a manner which minimizes the opportunity for fraud,
waste and mismanagement; and

e Have a continuing capacity to carry out the approved program or project and meet
record retention requirements.

The areas monitored may include:

Overall management system, record keeping and progress in activities
National objectives

Environmental review

Financial management

Property management

Procurement

Efforts to use small, minority- and women-owned businesses
Labor standards

Non-construction contracts between grantees and consultants
Grant monitoring of its subrecipients

Civil rights

Acquisition/relocation

Housing rehabilitation and lead-based paint

Citizen participation

When a grantee is found to be out of compliance, CDBG staff will identify a specific
period of time in which compliance should be achieved. Usually the grantee will have 30
calendar days to correct deficiencies. Copies of supporting documentation demonstrating
that corrective action has been taken will be required. Additional time for corrective
action may be allowed on a case-by-case basis. Failure by the grantee to correct
deficiencies may result in funds being withheld, sharing of the noncompliance findings
with other Department of Commerce programs and divisions, and possible restrictions on
future grants.
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Priority Needs Analysis and Strategies (91.315 (a))

1. Describe the basis for assigning the priority given to each category of priority
needs.

2. Identify any obstacles to meeting underserved needs.
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BASIS FOR PRIORITIZING NEEDS

The basis for assigning priority to need in the planning process varied to some degree
between the categories of needs covered by the consolidated plan, namely affordable
housing, homelessness, non-housing community development and non-homeless special
needs. The following approaches were common to all categories of need. Additional
information is provided in each section of the plan.

A detailed analysis of quantitative and qualitative data was performed using the
most recently available information from federal, state and local governments,
nonprofits and advocacy groups, research institutions, academic publications, and
news articles.

A review of recent studies, reports and strategic plans related to affordable
housing and community/economic development was performed. Common
themes found in various sources indicated areas where significant prioritization
had already taken place.

Surveys of affordable housing stakeholders and local governments in non-
entitlement jurisdictions were conducted and analyzed to assess how “front-line”
experience of service providers influenced perceptions of need and priorities.

Past program activities in the 2005-2009 Consolidated Plan were reviewed to
determine how past prioritization was implemented and assess whether
underlying need had been met.

Citizen feedback, including written comments and participation at a public
hearing, was reviewed and incorporated into prioritization where possible.

OBSTACLES TO MEETING UNDERSERVED NEEDS

Obstacles to meeting underserved needs also vary between categories of need covered by
the Consolidated Plan, and from community to community. The following obstacles are
common to many categories of need. Further analysis is provided in each section.

30

Available Funding: Costs have increased substantially over the past five years,
including for land acquisition, construction, service provision, administration and
maintenance, while the level of available funding at the federal level has declined
until recently. The current economic climate increases this obstacle, as state and
local revenue is declining at the same time that needs are growing.

Extent of Need: Related to the availability of funding is the extent of need that
exists within the community. A preliminary draft of a study on affordable
housing costs indicated that, despite substantial increases in state funding, it
would take 168 years to meet existing affordable housing need. A recently
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completed study on infrastructure funding found a $7.5 billion gap between
existing need and funding capacity. For more information on these figures and
other obstacles to meeting underserved need, see the Priority Housing Needs and
Community Development sections.

¢ Organizational Capacity: Many smaller jurisdictions lack the capacity, either in
number or experience of staff, to take advantage of available funding. Rural
jurisdictions are particularly impacted by lack of capacity. Communities with
severe need often lack the resources to complete a project in accordance with all
requirements. In addition, simply applying for assistance is a time-consuming
and costly process. A recent study found that local jurisdictions spend up to
$10,000 to $20,000 in preparing each grant or loan application.
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Lead-based Paint (91.315 (i))

1. Estimate the number of housing units that contain lead-based paint hazards, as
defined in section 1004 of the Residential Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act
of 1992, and are occupied by extremely low-income, low-income, and moderate-
income families.

2. Outline actions proposed or being taken to evaluate and reduce lead-based paint
hazards and describe how lead based paint hazards will be integrated into
housing policies and programs, and how the plan for the reduction of lead-based
hazards is related to the extent of lead poisoning and hazards.
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LEAD-BASED PAINT HAZARDS

Exposure to lead-based paint in the home from paint chips, dust, and other sources is the
most common source of childhood lead poisoning in the United States. Lead poisoning
can result in health issues ranging from anemia, hearing problems, and behavior problems
to irreversible brain damage or even death. Younger children face greater risks of lead
poisoning, and can experience lifelong health problems and learning disabilities.

Because lead was banned as an additive in residential paint in 1978, the problem of lead-
based paint is more common in homes built before then and especially in homes built
prior to the mid-20th century. These older homes often contain paint with a higher lead
content which has had more time to deteriorate into dust and paint chips. The
Environmental Protection Agency notes that nationally, low-income and minority
children are disproportionately affected by lead poisoning. Nationwide, between 86
percent and 95 percent of all residential lead-based paint hazards are found in housing
built before 1960.

Addressing lead-based paint hazards is critical to preserving older affordable housing
units and meeting HUD’s statutory goals of providing decent housing and a sustainable
living environment. It is usually more cost-effective to maintain and preserve
established, older housing than to replace it. Thus, remediation of lead-based paint
hazards is both a health and safety strategy, particularly for Washington’s children, and
an investment in the future of affordable housing.

ESTIMATE OF LEAD HAZARDS FACED BY LoOwW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS

In Washington, 722,000 housing units were built before 1960. Families in poverty are
estimated to occupy 20 percent (approximately 145,000) of these “lead-risk” housing
units. Data are not available to disaggregate the number of families in poverty that may
be at risk by income category.

In 2005, the Legislature directed the Department of Commerce (then the Department of
Community, Trade, and Economic Development) to conduct a study identifying the
geographic areas of Washington where children face higher risks of lead exposure in their
homes. The study analyzed existing sources of data on housing, population, blood level
testing of children, and lead levels in soil. It concluded that higher blood levels of lead in
Washington children correlate with several factors, including whether children:

live in older homes,

are members of low-income families,

are of Hispanic ethnicity,

live in central Washington, or

live close to historic orchard lands or lead smelters.
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The study results indicated that an estimated 36,000 children under the age of six (8
percent of the total) live in areas designated the highest priority based on these and other
risk factors. An additional 93,000 (20 percent) live in the second-highest priority areas.

ACTIONS TO REDUCE LEAD-BASED PAINT HAZARDS

Measures to reduce exposure to lead-based paint are built into Department of Commerce
housing and community development programs in accordance with federal and state law.
Some examples of how these measures are implemented in HUD-funded programs
include:

¢ Inthe CDBG program, relevant activities are required to comply with lead-based
paint guidelines, and lead-based paint is an area included in monitoring standards.

e CDBG also provides incentives, including allowing an additional $10,000 per
household for housing rehabilitation projects that mitigate lead-based paint.

¢ Inthe HOME Tenant-Based Rental Assistance program, housing units to be
occupied by clients must comply with lead-based paint requirements.

e All projects funded with HOME General Purpose or state Housing Trust Fund
assistance are assessed for lead-based paint, and hazards are mitigated.

In addition to program-specific activities, the Department of Commerce has managed a
state lead-based paint program since 2004. All contractors providing professional lead-
based paint training or activities in Washington are required to be certified by the Lead-
Based Paint Program located within the Department of Commerce. In addition to
accreditation of trainers offering lead-based paint training courses, Washington’s
program provides certification of lead-based paint professionals and firms and work
practice standards for lead-based paint activities.
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Antipoverty Strategy (91.315 (j))

1. Describe the jurisdiction's goals, programs, and policies for reducing the number
of poverty level families (as defined by the Office of Management and Budget and
revised annually). In consultation with other appropriate public and private
agencies, (i.e. TANF agency) state how the jurisdiction's goals, programs, and
policies for producing and preserving affordable housing set forth in the housing
component of the consolidated plan will be coordinated with other programs and
services for which the jurisdiction is responsible.

2. Identify the extent to which this strategy will reduce (or assist in reducing) the

number of poverty level families, taking into consideration factors over which the
jurisdiction has control.
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GOALS, PROGRAMS AND POLICIES FOR REDUCING POVERTY

WorkFirst; TANF in Washington State

WorkFirst is Washington's program for helping children, families and individuals in
poverty. Established in 1997, WorkFirst is intended to reduce poverty, help people get
jobs and sustain economic independence, while at the same time protecting children and
those who are unable to work.

The program is a partnership of five state agencies: the Department of Social and Health
Services; the Employment Security Department; the State Board for Community and
Technical Colleges; the Department of Commerce; and the Department of Early
Learning, and also includes a network of 32 local partnerships that include community
organizations, community and technical colleges, tribal governments, workforce and
economic development agencies, and individual citizens.

The WorkFirst program requires most parents receiving Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF) to seek, prepare for and accept employment. Families receive support
through employment services, job training, and help with childcare, transportation,
clothing and other work-related costs. The vast majority of families receiving TANF are
single mothers with children. In 2008, two-thirds of WorkFirst parents that participated in
job search programs, and over half of those participating in training programs secured
employment, with a median wage of $9.82 per hour.

Between 1997 and 2007, TANF caseloads in Washington declined from nearly 96,000
families to under 50,000 as WorkFirst has helped welfare recipients become employed.
As the economy has declined since 2007, caseloads have risen and are projected to pass
65,000 by January 2010.

Additional detail on Washington State’s goals, programs and policies related to reducing
poverty is available in the current state TANF plan.

Meeting Basic Needs

In addition to families that qualify for TANF, substantial portions of the population earn
incomes slightly above the poverty level. These families face significant barriers in
finding and retaining adequate employment, including: transportation, particularly in
rural areas; lack of childcare, especially for people that work nights and weekends; and
affordable housing. Other challenges include job readiness and the ability to find jobs
that offer career ladders.

In order to overcome poverty, it takes more than just employment. Low-income families
need jobs that provide a living wage and opportunities to move up in the world. It is
essential that, in addition to income, they are able to obtain the education, skills, support
services, and assets that will enable them to advance economically.
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Along with WorkFirst, Washington State has a number of other anti-poverty programs
that provide support services to low-income families, including emergency food
assistance, early education and childcare programs, energy assistance, and a variety of
housing programs. Several of these programs, including the Emergency Food Assistance
Program, the Low-income Home Energy Assistance program, and the state CDBG
program, are administered by the Department of Commerce.

Measuring Self-Sufficiency Across Washington’s Counties

The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Washington State 2009, developed by the University of
Washington School of Social Work and the Workforce Development Council of Seattle-
King County, measures the amount of income required by individuals and families to
adequately meet their basic needs. The analysis compares the minimum wage effective
January 1, 2009 ($8.55 per hour) with the costs of housing, childcare, food,
transportation, health care, taxes, and miscellaneous expenses. The report defines “wage
adequacy” as “the degree to which a given wage is adequate to meet basic needs, taking
into account the availability of various work supports — or lack thereof.”

To calculate housing costs, the Standard uses the most recent Fair Market Rents (FMRS),
the 2000 Census, and the 2007 American Community Survey. These rates include utility
costs, except for telephone and cable. The wage adequacy rate for Washington State is
updated annually and calculated for 70 different family types for all counties within the
state.

The east King County area generally has the highest costs in the state for housing. The
report concludes that a single adult earning minimum wage would have to spend 77
percent of their income on housing each month to afford an apartment at FMR. With
costs factored in for food, transportation, healthcare, and miscellaneous expenses, and
with a tax credit added to their income, this adult would need to earn at least $11.90 an
hour to support him- or herself. An adult supporting either one or two children, working
at minimum wage and also receiving additional tax credits for their children, would need
to spend 93 percent of their income on housing.

In contrast, Franklin County has the lowest average costs for housing in the state. A
single adult would need to spend 31 percent of their income on housing. A parent
supporting children would need to spend 39 percent to afford rent.

Kitsap County wage adequacy rates fall roughly in the median level for the state. There,
a parent with two children, who is working full time earning minimum wage, would only
earn 46 percent of the income needed to support his or her family. Even if this parent
earned 200 percent of the Federal Poverty Level, or $17.34 per hour, they would still
come up short, earning 89 percent of the amount needed to make ends meet. Once work
supports such as Working Connections childcare subsidies, WIC (Women, Infants and
Children supplemental nutrition program) and the Apple Health children’s health
insurance program are factored in, this parent would be earning 85 percent of wage
adequacy at a minimum wage job, still below the level to meet basic expenses.
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Only with the addition of housing assistance would this family come close to being able
to adequately support itself. A Section 8 housing voucher would reduce the family’s
housing costs by $243, bringing their monthly costs to $451. Combined with the parent’s
income and the other work supports, the family would achieve 98 percent of wage
adequacy. However, as the report notes, only one-fourth of the families eligible for
federal housing assistance actually receive it. In March 2006, for example, there were
45,218 Section 8 housing vouchers authorized for Washington, a cut of 2,092 families
assisted from the previous year.

REDUCING THE NUMBER OF FAMILIES IN POVERTY

In May 2007, the Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development (now
the Department of Commerce) released a report titled Challenging Poverty in
Washington. The report resulted from a multi-year effort that included gathering input
from over 500 participants in community forums held in 14 locations across the state, and
the formation of a Poverty Advisory Committee of leaders from state agencies and
advocacy groups.

The report details the Poverty Advisory Committee’s recommendations for providing
basic needs for individuals and families in poverty, categorized into the following areas:

Housing and ending homelessness
Food and nutrition

Transportation

Health and mental health care

Rather than a strategic plan, the report served as a gathering point for information about
poverty, strategies to mitigate its worst effects, and recommendation for further study and
action. A number of initiatives suggested by the report have been undertaken in recent
years, including expanding access to dental care for poor families, providing statewide
coordination of emergency food assistance through the Department of Commerce’s
Emergency Food Assistance program, and expanding awareness of the Earned Income
Tax Credit among poor families. The extent to which these and other programs will
reduce the number of families in poverty is difficult to determine, especially given the
current economic conditions in Washington.

38 2010-2014 Strategic Plan


http://www.clark.wa.gov/community-action/documents/CTED%20Poverty%20report.pdf
http://www.clark.wa.gov/community-action/documents/CTED%20Poverty%20report.pdf
http://www.commerce.wa.gov/site/271/default.aspx

SECTION 2: HOUSING

SECTION 2: HOUSING

Housing Needs
Priority Housing Needs
Housing Market Analysis
Specific Housing Objectives
Public Housing Needs and Strategies
Barriers to Affordable Housing
Low Income Housing Tax Credit Coordination

2010-2014 Strategic Plan 39



SECTION 2: HOUSING

1.

40

Housing Needs (91.305)

Describe the estimated housing needs projected for the next five year period for
the following categories of persons: extremely low-income, low-income,
moderate-income, and middle-income families, renters and owners, elderly
persons, persons with disabilities, including persons with HIV/AIDS and their
families, single persons, large families, public housing residents, victims of
domestic violence, families on the public housing and section 8 tenant-based
waiting list, and discuss specific housing problems, including: cost-burden, severe
cost- burden, substandard housing, and overcrowding (especially large families).

To the extent that any racial or ethnic group has a disproportionately greater
need for any income category in comparison to the needs of that category as a
whole, the jurisdiction must complete an assessment of that specific need. For
this purpose, disproportionately greater need exists when the percentage of
persons in a category of need who are members of a particular racial or ethnic
group is at least ten percentage points higher than the percentage of persons in
the category as a whole.
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DEMOGRAPHICS

Population Growth

Washington is the 13™ largest state with an estimated population of 6,587,600 in 2008.
Though the rate of population growth has slowed in recent years it continues to outpace
the national average as shown in Table 4.

Table 4: Population

Population 2000 2008 % increase
Washington 5,894,121 6,587,600 11.8%
u.s. 281,421,906 304,059,724 8.0%

Eighty percent of the growth since 2000 occurred in western Washington, with two-thirds
of the state’s growth concentrated in five urban counties: Clark, King, Pierce, Snohomish,
and Thurston. In eastern Washington, almost 70 percent of growth occurred in four
counties: Benton, Franklin, Spokane and Yakima. Overall, western Washington grew by
12 percent while eastern Washington grew by 10 percent.

Forecasts developed by the Office of Financial Management estimate that Washington’s
population will increase to 7,270,329 by 2015. This represents a projected increase of
10.4 percent from 2008, and 23.3 percent from 2000.

Poverty Rate

Since 2000, the percentage of Washington’s population living in poverty rose, though at a
slightly lower rate than the nation as a whole as shown in Table 5. The poverty rate for
children showed the greatest increase of any age group, rising to almost 15 percent. The
poverty rate for the elderly rose as well.

Table 5: Poverty Rate

Poverty Rate 2000 2007 % increase
U.S. (all) 11.3% 13.0% 1.7%
Washington (all) 10.6% 11.8% 1.2%

-Children 13.2% 14.7% 1.5%
-Elderly 7.5% 8.3% 0.8%
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Areas of the State with Racial/Ethnic Concentrations

According to 2008 data from the Office of Financial Management, Washington’s
population is 76.2 percent White, 3.4 percent Black/African American, 1.4 percent Native
American, 6.9 percent Asian or Pacific Islander, 2.8 percent are of two or more races, and
9.3 percent are of Hispanic ethnicity. (Persons of Hispanic ethnicity can be of any race.)

Figure 2 shows the concentration of persons of color (races other than White, or of
Hispanic ethnicity) by county. This figure demonstrates that eastern counties,
particularly Adams, Franklin, Grant, Okanogan and Yakima have higher concentrations
of persons of color than the state as a whole.

Figure 2: Geographic Concentrations of Persons of Color
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Income Distribution

Between 2005 and 2007, almost two-fifths of households in Washington State were
estimated to be “low-income,” meaning they had incomes below 80 percent of the state
median income.

Figure 3 shows that while the overall percentage of low-income households has remained
fairly steady since 2000, the estimated number of “extremely low-income” households
(below 30 percent of state median income) increased from 10.7 percent in 2000 to 12.6

percent in 2007. (These estimates are approximations, as different methodologies were
used by HUD to collect 2000 and 2007 data, preventing perfect comparisons.)

Figure 3: Distribution of Low-income Households

40.0% -

30.0% -

20.0% -

10.0% -

0.0% -

2000 2007

M Extremely Low (0 - 30%) ® Very Low (31-50%) ® Low (51 - 80%)

Areas of the State with Low-Income Concentrations

Figure 4 shows median income by county estimated by the Office of Financial
Management for 2007 when the state median income was $59,119. Only three counties,
Thurston, Snohomish and King had median incomes above the state average. Of the
state’s seven poorest counties, six are in eastern Washington. All but six counties served
by the state CDBG program had median incomes below $50,000.
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Figure 4: Median Income by County
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Housing Affordability, 2000 to 2007

One of the principal measures of housing need is the proportion of income spent on
housing and utilities. A general rule, used by federal rental housing assistance programs
for more than 25 years is that housing is affordable if it costs less than 30 percent of a
household’s income. Households spending more than 30 percent of their income are

defined by HUD as “cost burdened,” and those spending more than 50 percent are
“severely cost burdened.”

The most complete source of data on housing affordability that captures all of the income
and household categories required by HUD comes from the 2000 census. Table 6 shows
that 29.6 percent Washington households were cost burdened, and 11.8 percent were
severely cost burdened in 2000. (Approximately one-third of households fall in the

category “any housing problem,” which also includes substandard housing conditions or
overcrowding.)
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Table 6: Households by Type, Income, Housing Problems and Cost Burden, 2000

Households by Type, Income, Renter Households Owner Households All
Housing Problems and Cost Small Large | Total Small Large Total House-
Burden (2000) i) Related | Related | Renters AR Related | Related | Owners holds
Extremely Low-Income 35,185 | 50,235 | 12,300 | 164,165 | 35,728 | 19,900 5,185 78,223 | 242,388
% Any Housing Problem 64.8 83.9 92.6 77.8 70.8 80 89.2 75.5 77.1
% Cost Burdened 62.7 80.5 79.8 74.8 70.3 78.1 78.4 73.7 74.4
% Severely Cost Burdened 453 66 57.3 60.4 46.3 67.7 67.9 56.9 59.3
Very Low-Income 25,400 | 50,550 | 14,355 | 138,540 | 53,724 | 27,304 9,064 | 105,122 | 243,662
% Any Housing Problem 68 78.5 86.7 77.6 41 75.8 87.5 58.3 69.3
% Cost Burdened 66.2 71.7 56.1 71 40.8 73.6 74.8 56.3 64.6
% Severely Cost Burdened 29.6 18.4 12 21.5 18.5 48.5 41.3 32.1 26
Low-Income 21,425 | 72,694 | 18,658 | 189,257 | 80,923 | 75,255 | 26,629 | 217,112 | 406,369
% Any Housing Problem 47 38.9 59 41.3 23.6 63.3 70.6 49.1 45.5
% Cost Burdened 44.6 28.3 19.8 32 23.3 61 54.1 45.9 39.5
% Severely Cost Burdened 16.2 1.8 1.1 3.7 8.6 19.1 12.3 14.8 9.6
Not Low-Income 26,320 | 129,639 | 23,010 | 311,174 | 192,103 | 615,285 | 108,793 | 1,066,531 | 1,377,705
% Any Housing Problem 22.2 10.3 38 11.8 10.3 16.1 25.6 17.1 15.9
% Cost Burdened 19.5 2.9 2.1 4.7 10 14.8 13.8 14.9 12.6
% Severely Cost Burdened 7.8 0.1 0 0.8 2 1.6 1.3 1.8 1.6
All Households 108,330 | 303,118 | 68,323 | 803,136 | 362,478 | 737,744 | 149,671 | 1,466,988 | 2,270,124
% Any Housing Problem 51.7 40.7 63.8 43.6 23.8 24.9 39.6 27.9 33.4
% Cost Burdened 495 333 323 36.9 235 23.4 26.9 25.6 29.6
% Severely Cost Burdened 26.8 14.5 13.1 17.2 10.3 6.9 8 8.9 11.8
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In Table 6, and throughout the Consolidated Plan, “extremely low-income” means 0 to 30
percent of median income, “very low-income” means 31 to 50 percent of median income,
“low-income” means 51 to 80 percent of median income and “not low-income” means
above 80 percent of median income.

Table 6 also shows the relationship between housing affordability and income.
Washington’s poorest households, those earning less than 30 percent of family median
income, were the most likely to be cost burdened. Three-quarters of extremely low-
income households were cost burdened, and two-fifths were severely cost burdened in
2000. Washington’s poorest households were four times more likely to have
affordability problems than households earning 80 percent of family median income and
above.

Overall, renters were 7.3 percent more likely than owners to be cost burdened, and 5.4
percent more likely to be severely cost burdened. Among extremely low-income
households, owners and renters faced affordability problems equally. For households
with very low-incomes (30 to 50 percent of median income), renters were more likely to
be cost burdened than owners, while for households earning more than 50 percent of
AMI, owners were more likely to be cost burdened. Family size was not a significant
factor in cost burden in most income ranges.

Changes in Housing Affordability from 2000 to 2007

The American Community Survey (ACS) is conducted annually and provides the most
up-to-date information about housing affordability. The ACS is limited in determining
affordability for low-, very low- and extremely low-income households because it shows
cost burden by income range rather than percentage of median income, and does not
show severe cost burden. Still, while ACS data cannot replace data from the 2000
census, it can indicate changes that have taken place in the intervening years.

Table 7 shows the percentage of households in Washington that are cost burdened by
income range, using results from ACS surveys conducted between 2005 and 2007. While
these ranges don’t overlap precisely with the low-, very low- and extremely low-income
categories, they show that over four-fifths of Washington’s poorest households were cost
burdened. As a reference, the median household income during these years was about
$54,000. Low-income households earned below $43,000, very low-income households
earned below $27,000 and extremely low-income households earned below $16,000.

Overall, renters were 13 percent more likely than owners to be cost burdened. Among
households earning less than $35,000, renters were more likely to be cost burdened, while
for households earning $35,000 or more, owners were more likely to be cost burdened.
This indicates a greater willingness for wealthier households to take on greater costs of
homeownership, since doing so was seen as a form of investment during these years.
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Table 7: Percentage of Cost Burdened Households, 2005-2007

Percentage of Cost Burdened

Households by Income Range, Renter Owner Overall
2005 - 2007
Less than $20,000 235,732 132,960 368,399
% cost burdened 87% 73% 83%
$20,000 to $34,999 185,522 186,468 370,872
% cost burdened 66% 51% 59%
$35,000 to $49,999 142,120 215,654 358,509
% cost burdened 28% 47% 40%
$50,000 to $74,999 132,759 353,478 484,605
% cost burdened 10% 36% 29%
$75,000 or more 107,228 728,036 835,697
% cost burdened 2% 13% 12%
Overall 851,017 1,621,460 2,472,477

% cost burdened

45%

32%

37%

While different methodologies in data collection prevent direct comparisons between
Tables 6 and 7, the overall percentage of households with cost burden increased
substantially between 2000 and 2007. For more detail, please see the Priority Housing

Needs section.

PROJECTED HOUSING NEEDS IN 2015

Table 8 shows estimated housing needs in 2015 for the demographic and income
categories in Table 6. Estimates were developed based on 2000 census data, updated
using forecasts for the overall state population and elderly population developed by
OFM. The following 10 steps were used to develop the estimate.

1. The baseline used was 2000 census data (see Table 6).

2. The total household count was changed based on OFM forecasts of state
population growth, assuming the same ratio of households to population.

All parts must sum to this total.

3. Projected total households were split into renters and owners, assuming
the same ratio of roughly 65 percent owners.

4. The total number of renter/owner households in each income category was
changed by applying the percentage of renter/owner households in the
income category from 2000 to the projected number of renter/owner
households in 2015.
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. The total elderly household count was changed based on OFM forecasts of

elderly population, assuming the same ratio of households to elderly
population.

Projected total elderly households were split into renter and owner,
assuming the same ratio of roughly 77 percent elderly owners.

. The number of elderly renter/owner households in each income category

was changed by applying the percentage of elderly renter/owner
households in the income category in 2000 to the projected number of
elderly renter/owner households in 2015.

For each other category of renter/owner households, the number of
households in each income category was changed by applying the
percentage of renter/owner households in 2000 to the projected number of
non-elderly households in the income category.

. The percentage of households with housing problems, cost burden and

severe cost burden were assumed to remain the same in 2015 as in 2000.

This methodology was chosen based on 24 CFR 91.305, which states, “The consolidated
plan must provide a concise summary of the state’s estimated housing needs for the
ensuing five-year period. Housing data included in this portion of the plan shall be based
on U.S. Census data, as provided by HUD, as updated by any properly conducted local
study, or any other reliable source that the state clearly identifies....” Because this
estimate assumes that the percentage of cost-burdened households remains the same, it
may understate actual need.
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Table 8: Projected Households by Type, Income, Housing Problems and Cost Burden, 2015

Renter Households

Owner Households

Projected Households by Type, All
Income, Housing Problems and Small | Llarge | Total Small | Large Total House-
Cost Burden (2015) Elderly | pelated | Related | Renters | %™ | Related | Related | Owners | holds
Extremely Low-Income 53,983 57,842 14,163 | 202,496 54,816 19,514 5,084 96,487 298,983
% Any Housing Problem 64.8 83.9 92.6 77.8 70.8 80 89.2 75.5 77.1
% Cost Burdened 62.7 80.5 79.8 74.8 70.3 78.1 78.4 73.7 74.4
% Severely Cost Burdened 453 66 57.3 60.4 46.3 67.7 67.9 56.9 59.3
Very Low-Income 38,970 58,939 16,737 | 170,887 | 82,427 25,095 8,331 129,667 300,554
% Any Housing Problem 68 78.5 86.7 77.6 41 75.8 87.5 58.3 69.3
% Cost Burdened 66.2 71.7 56.1 71 40.8 73.6 74.8 56.3 64.6
% Severely Cost Burdened 29.6 18.4 12 21.5 18.5 48.5 41.3 32.1 26
Low-Income 32,872 86,876 22,298 | 233,446 | 124,157 79,376 28,087 267,805 501,251
% Any Housing Problem 47 38.9 59 41.3 23.6 63.3 70.6 49.1 45.5
% Cost Burdened 44.6 28.3 19.8 32 23.3 61 54.1 45.9 39.5
% Severely Cost Burdened 16.2 1.8 1.1 3.7 8.6 19.1 12.3 14.8 9.6
Not Low-Income 40,382 | 156,305 27,743 | 383,830 | 294,737 | 718,290 | 127,006 | 1,315,553 | 1,699,383
% Any Housing Problem 22.2 10.3 38 11.8 10.3 16.1 25.6 17.1 15.9
% Cost Burdened 19.5 2.9 2.1 4.7 10 14.8 13.8 14.9 12.6
% Severely Cost Burdened 7.8 0.1 0 0.8 2 1.6 1.3 1.8 1.6
All Households 166,207 | 359,678 81,072 | 990,659 | 556,138 | 837,176 | 169,843 | 1,809,512 | 2,800,171
% Any Housing Problem 51.7 40.7 63.8 43.6 23.8 24.9 39.6 27.9 33.4
% Cost Burdened 49.5 333 323 36.9 23.5 23.4 26.9 25.6 29.6
% Severely Cost Burdened 26.8 14.5 13.1 17.2 10.3 6.9 8 8.9 11.8
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For the projections in Table 8, the percentage of households with housing problems, cost
burden and severe cost burden were assumed to remain the same in 2015 as in 2000.
Based on this assumption, Table 9 shows the projected increase in the number of renter,
owner and total households with any housing problems, cost burden and severe cost
burden between 2000 and 2015.

Table 9: Projected Increase in Households with Housing Problems, 2000-2015

Projected Increase in
Number of Households Renter Owner All
with Housing Problems | Households | Households | Households
from 2000 to 2015
Any Housing Problem 81,760 95,564 177,036
Cost Burdened 69,196 87,686 156,894
Severely Cost Burdened 32,254 30,485 62,546

Table 9 shows the need for 150,894 more affordable units by 2015 beyond the additional
units that were already estimated to be needed in 2000. This projection likely
understates actual need, which has increased over the last few years due to recent
volatility in the housing market, rising unemployment rates, and changes in the labor
market in Washington State.

Section 8 Housing Needs

Section 8 housing vouchers are a critical component of affordable housing for
Washington’s poorest families. As of September 2009, for example, 47,951 Housing
Choice Vouchers issued by 34 Public Housing Authorities (PHAS) have served over
69,000 persons. In a typical month, PHAs provide over $15 million in assistance.

Despite this level of funding there is significant unmet need for Section 8 vouchers in
Washington. Unmet need for vouchers and the length of waiting lists were frequently
noted in responses to a recent survey of affordable housing stakeholders. Though precise
statewide figures are not known, Section 8 waiting lists in many authorities have been
closed. In one jurisdiction, the waitlist has been closed since 2001. In another, over
7,000 persons are waitlisted. PHAs with open waitlists report waiting periods from 1 to 5
years.

For additional discussion of changing market conditions, projections of housing needs
other than affordability, and needs of persons with disabilities, please see the Housing
Market Analysis, Community Development Needs and Non-Homeless Special Needs
sections of the Consolidated Plan.
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DISPROPORTIONATELY GREATER NEED BY RACE AND ETHNICITY

According to the HUD definition, disproportionately greater housing need exists within a
particular income category when one or more racial or ethnic group experiences housing
problems (including cost burden, housing condition and overcrowding) at a rate 10
percentage points higher than households in the income category as a whole.

Table 10, taken from HUD tabulations of 2000 Census data, shows the extent of housing
problems in Washington overall and for five racial or ethnic groups: White, African
American, Hispanic, Asian and Pacific Islander. Data for other racial or ethnic categories
were not available. Table 10 demonstrates that disproportionately greater needs exist for
several racial or ethnic groups in all income categories with the exception extremely low-
income households. Disproportionately greater need is indicated by larger bold font and
shading.

Table 10: Disproportionately Greater Needs by Race and Ethnicity, 2000

Disproportionately Greater
Needs by Race and Ethnicity, Percentage of Households with Housing Problems
2000
Income Group Overall White Afr. Am. | Hispanic | Asian Pac. Isl.
(7]
5 % Extremely Low-Income 78% 78% 80% 86% 61% 82%
‘é § Very Low-Income 78% 77% 79% 81% 81% 80%
=
® 2 | Low-Income 41% |  40% | 38% | 54% | 50% | 52%
Not Low-lncome 12% 10% 12% 31% 22% 26%
Income Group Overall White | Afr. Am. | Hispanic Asian Pac. Isl.
(%]
. % Extremely Low-Income 76% 75% 79% 84% 79% 58%
o
g § Very Low-Income 58% 56% 72% 78% 72% 68%
3
°© £ | Low-Income 49% 46% 70% 70% 67% 81%
Not Low-lncome 17% 16% 25% 31% 28% 29%
" Income Group Overall White | Afr. Am. | Hispanic Asian Pac. Isl.
% Extremely Low-Income 77% 77% 80% 86% 69% 79%
2 @ | Very Low-Income 69% 67% 78% | 80% 78% 78%
;g; Low-Income 46% 44% 47% 60% 59% 63%
Not Low-Income 16% 15% 20% 31% 26% 28%

Table 10 shows that disproportionately greater need is more widespread for owner
households than renter households. Among renters, Hispanic and Pacific Islander
households earning over 50 percent of median income, and Asian households earning
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over 80 percent of median income have disproportionately greater need. Among owners,
Hispanic, Asian and Pacific Islander households earning over 30 percent of median
income, and African-American households earning between 30 and 80 percent of median
income have disproportionately greater need.

One factor that contributes to the difference in disproportionate need between renter and
owner households is a disparity in the number of high-cost mortgages held by African-
American and Hispanic households compared to White households. As the housing crisis
continues to develop, disproportionate need among homeowners could continue to grow.
A recent policy brief on the subprime mortgage crisis issued by the Washington State
Budget & Policy Center noted:

[S]tark differences appear in loan pricing between racial and ethnic groups,
suggesting that the impact of further deterioration in the housing market will likely
fall disproportionately on African Americans and Hispanics. Over 40 percent of
the mortgages lent to African Americans and Hispanics were high-cost,
compared to around 22 percent for non-Hispanic whites and Asians.

Figure 5, taken from the policy brief, shows the racial and ethnic disparity in high-cost
mortgages as of 2006. Though Asian and Pacific Islander borrowers had the same
proportion of high-cost mortgages overall as White borrowers, the figure shows disparity
for higher income borrowers, corresponding with the data in Table 10.

Figure 5: Racial and Ethnic Disparity in High Cost Mortgages

50% [~
o/ All borrowers
43% a1
o = 39% - . B Higher income
40% 37% borrowers
30% [~
22% 22% 22%

20% [~ L2

10% [~ I

0% . —! . . ' o — o I

Neon-Hispanic White  African American Hispanic Asian/Pacific Islander

Source: Budget & Policy Center analysis of HMDA data.

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

In 2007, the State of Washington contracted with the Fair Housing Center of Washington
to prepare an updated Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (Al). The Center
is a nonprofit agency dedicated to ending illegal discrimination through the provision of
education, outreach, and enforcement services to the residents of Western Washington.
The center is a participant in HUD’s Fair Housing Initiatives Program.
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The Analysis of Impediments summarized federal, state and local fair housing laws,
reviewed fair housing complaints and testing in Washington State and identified four
categories of impediments to fair housing choice. The analysis provided
recommendations to address impediments to fair housing geared towards state agencies,
local jurisdictions, nonprofit organizations and private parties. The following discussions
summarizes some key findings from the analysis.

Fair Housing Complaints

Fair housing complaints filed from 2001 to 2006 increased compared to the previous
analysis, which covered 1994 to 1995. Complaints per 100,000 persons statewide rose
from 15 to 18, an increase of 20 percent. The rate of complaints increased in urban
counties but remained the same in rural counties, resulting in a rate nearly three times
higher in urban counties than rural.

The Analysis interpreted the increase in complaints as likely reflecting greater awareness
of fair housing laws rather than an increase in housing discrimination, highlighting the
importance of public awareness. Forty percent of federal fair housing complaints were
estimated to have resulted from intake and investigation efforts by two nonprofit fair
housing agencies.

The Analysis of Impediments examined 1,120 fair housing complaints from Washington
filed with HUD between 2001 and 2006, and compared the ratio of complaints by
protected class to national data for 2006. Fair housing complaints in Washington
generally reflected national trends, except that complaints of race discrimination were 10
percent lower in Washington. Table 11 summarizes the results of this comparison.

Table 11: Federal Fair Housing Complaints, 2001-2006

Federal Complaints, Nation Washington State

by Protected Class (2006) (2001 - 2006)
Disability 40% 45%
Race 39% 29%
Familial Status 14% 15%
Sex/Sexual Harassment 10% 9%
National Origin (all) 14% 15%
National Origin (Hispanic/Latino) 9% 10%
Religion 2% 3%
Color 1% 1%
Retaliation 6% 10%
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Fair Housing Testing

Testing refers to the use of individuals who pose as prospective renters or purchasers to
obtain information for the purpose of evaluating the compliance of housing providers
with fair housing laws. Most testing is conducted to survey the housing market generally
for fair housing compliance. These are referred to as “audit-based” tests. “Complaint-
based” tests are initiated in response to specific allegations of discrimination.

The Analysis of Impediments catalogued fair housing testing that had been conducted in
Washington State by state, local and nonprofit agencies over the past several years.
While individual tests varied in the incidence and extent of disparate treatment by
protected class, the body of tests as a whole led the Fair Housing Center to the following
conclusions:

e Complaint-based testing ... consistently reflects the existence of disparate
treatment of protected classes throughout Washington’s housing markets,
particularly rental housing transactions, based on race, national origin, familial
status and disability.

e Audit-based testing conducted to survey housing markets ... consistently reveals
disparate treatment of protected classes, especially African-Americans, Native
Americans, citizens of Hispanic and Middle Eastern descent, persons with
disabilities and families with children.

Fair Housing Impediments and Recommendations
The four categories of impediments to fair housing identified by the Fair Housing Center
were:

e Housing discrimination continues to impede fair housing choice, especially in
rental transactions, and primarily impacts persons of color, the disabled, and
families with children.

e Home mortgage lending data show that Native American, African American, and
Hispanic homebuyers are less likely to obtain mortgage financing and
disproportionately likely to obtain sub-prime or predatory mortgage products.

e Fair housing choice is impeded by a lack of knowledge of fair housing laws and
fair housing resources both among the general public and among policy makers.

e Public policies can impede fair housing choice.

Recommendations were also broken into four categories:

Expand current education and outreach efforts.

¢ Continue on-going enforcement activities.
Target homeownership and lending marketing to African American, Native
American, Hispanic and disabled households.

e Ensure implementation of current housing and human services strategies.

For detail on complaints, testing, impediments and recommendations please see the full
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice.

54 2010-2014 Strategic Plan


http://www.commerce.wa.gov/DesktopModules/CTEDPublications/CTEDPublicationsView.aspx?tabID=0&ItemID=5348&MId=1099&wversion=Staging

SECTION 2: HOUSING

Priority Housing Needs (91.315 (b))

1. Identify the priority housing needs and activities in accordance with the
categories specified in the Housing Needs Table (formerly Table 2A). These
categories correspond with special tabulations of U.S. census data provided by
HUD for the preparation of the Consolidated Plan.

2. Provide an analysis of how the characteristics of the housing market and the
severity of housing problems and needs of each category of residents provided
the basis for determining the relative priority of each priority housing need
category.

3. Describe the basis for assigning the priority given to each category of priority
needs.

4. Identify any obstacles to meeting underserved needs.
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PRIORITY HOUSING NEEDS

Developing priority areas of housing need at the state level presents a challenge because
specific needs and market conditions vary from city to city and within the state's 39
counties. The data presented in the 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan provides evidence of

the geographic and economic diversity of the state and shows that a specific need can be
high priority in one area but not another. Consequently, the Department of Commerce

does not identify any activities as “low priority,” since doing so would remove the
flexibility at the state level to respond to the particular housing and market needs of local

communities.

While maintaining the flexibility to
support local priorities is critical, the
Department of Commerce recognizes that
some urgent housing needs are common
to many communities. Addressing such
needs will be a focus over the next five
years. The Department will encourage
local communities to develop projects
that respond to these needs, especially
through outreach and technical assistance,
and allocate funding in a manner that
emphasizes these priority needs consistent
with established program guidelines.
Statewide affordable housing priorities
include:

e Extremely low- and very low-
income renter households (earning
less than 50 percent of median
income) that are cost burdened.

e Homeless individuals and
families, particularly those
experiencing chronic
homelessness.

e Persons with special needs (such
as persons with severe mental
illness, physical or developmental
disabilities, the frail elderly and
victims of domestic violence).

Table 12: Priority Housing Needs

Priority Level

Priority Housing Needs % of median| * = priority
income |v =eligible

0-30% *

Small Related 31-50% *

51-80% v

0-30% *

Large Related 31-50% *

Renter Households 2180% Y

0-30% *

Elderly 31-50% *

51-80% v

0-30% *

All Other 31-50% *

51-80% v

0-30% v

Owner Households 31-50% v

51-80% v

Priority Special Needs

Priority Level

% = priority

v =eligible

Elderly

Frail Elderly

Severe Mental lliness

Developmentally Disabled

Physically Disabled

Persons w/ Alcohol or Drug

Persons w/HIV/AIDS

Victims of Domestic Violence

Other

SIS S [ ] ]S

e Persons of racial or ethnic backgrounds that experience fair housing disparity.

Table 12 is a required consolidated plan component and shows prioritization of housing
needs. States are encouraged by HUD guidelines, but not required, to indicate relative
levels of priority. In this table, * indicates needs that are high priorities statewide and v/
indicates needs that are lower priority but still eligible for funding.
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ANALYSIS OF PRIORITY HOUSING NEEDS

Data from the 2000 census show that while households in all income groups experience
problems, extremely low- and very low-income households experience problems at much
greater rates (see Table 6 in the Housing Needs section).

Figure 6 shows the proportion of all households, renter households and owner households
experiencing cost burden and severe cost burden by income group. Over 50 percent of all
severely cost burdened households, including over 70 percent of severely cost burdened
renter households, are extremely low-income. Together, extremely low- and very low-
income households constitute over 75 percent of all severely cost burdened households
and over 90 percent of severely cost burdened renter households.

Figure 6: Cost Burdened and Severely Cost Burdened Households
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Additional data presented in the Housing Market Analysis section shows that the average
household making over 50 percent of median income could afford to pay fair market
rents for average rental units in all counties. Though 32 percent of low-income renter
households are cost burdened, these households have far greater capacity to afford market
rate units than households with extremely low and very low incomes.

Taken together these figures show that extremely low- and very low-income renter
households experience the most severe housing need statewide, and provide the
quantitative basis for the Department of Commerce’s prioritization of assistance.

BASIS FOR ASSIGNING PRIORITY

In addition to the data in the Housing Need and Housing Market Analysis sections,
statewide housing priorities were determined based on a survey of affordable housing
stakeholders, a review of studies, reports and plans related to housing, and public
participation through letters and at the public hearing.

Survey of Affordable Housing Stakeholders
The HOME program, with the assistance of
the Research Services unit of the Department
of Commerce, conducted a survey of
affordable housing stakeholders in May 2009.
The survey was distributed through the
HOME program’s email list of over 300
stakeholders including fair housing agencies,
local governments, housing authorities,
housing developers, and state and federal
agencies. A total of 83 responses (23 percent)
were received.

Respondents were asked whether most needs,
some needs or very few needs were currently
being met in their community for each
category on the HUD priority housing needs
table. Respondents then indicated whether
HUD funds should be prioritized to address
each need. Table 13 shows the percentage of
respondents who indicated that HUD funds
should be used to address each need, sorted by
the highest priority overall.

Four-fifths of respondents answered that HUD

Table 13: Affordable Housing Needs Survey

HUD funds
should
target this
need

Affordable Housing Needs

Renters making 0-30% AMI 80%

Homeless families 72%

Severe mental illness 71%

Homeless individuals 70%

Renters making 31-50% AMI 68%

Elderly 64%

Developmentally disabled 63%

Frail elderly 63%

Physically disabled 57%

Persons with alcohol/drug addictions 55%

Victims of domestic violence 45%

Persons with HIV/AIDS 45%

Homeowners making 31-50% AMI 45%

Homeowners making 0-30% AMI 44%

Homeowners making 51-80% AMI 43%

Renters making 51-80% AMI 39%

Ethnically/racially diverse persons 38%

funds should assist extremely low-income renter households. Over 70 percent supported
the use of HUD funds for persons with severe mental illness, homeless families and
individuals. About two-thirds supported assisting the elderly, frail elderly, persons with
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developmental disabilities and very low-income renter households. The survey results
reiterate the quantitative analysis of housing needs. Results also demonstrate a
significant degree of consensus on priorities for the use of HUD funds among a variety of
affordable housing stakeholders from communities across the state.

Please see the Homeless and Non-Homeless Special Needs sections for discussion of the
housing needs of those populations.

OBSTACLES TO MEETING UNDERSERVED HOUSING NEEDS

Obstacles to meeting underserved housing needs include a lack of available funding for
affordable housing, increased construction costs and the extent of housing needs
statewide. Short- and long-term structural challenges confronting Washington’s
economy also present obstacles to meeting housing needs and are discussed in the
Community Development Needs section.

Available Funding

Federal funding for affordable housing has, until recent stimulus efforts, declined. The
ability of the state and local governments to secure revenue has also been limited because
of statewide voter initiatives enacted in Washington in the past decade. These factors,
along with the current economic climate, severely constrain capacity to meet housing
needs. Near-record budget deficit projections for the 2009-2011 biennia, caused by the
global financial crisis, have impacted state funding for the Housing Trust Fund.

The financial crisis has also caused a dramatic decline in the market for the federal Low
Income Housing Tax Credits, an important source of funding for affordable housing
projects. In Washington, a drop of 33 percent is expected in the number of affordable
multifamily units to be built through the end of 2009, many of which were targeted for
seniors and low-income citizens. The long-term impact to affordable housing projects in
Washington State may not be known until market conditions stabilize.

Construction Costs

A preliminary draft of an affordable housing cost study conducted in 2009 by the
Department of Commerce found that the estimated cost of building materials for
multifamily projects rose from $59 to $123 per square foot from 2002 to 2008, an
increase of over 100 percent.

In addition to building materials, market conditions in general have increased costs for
construction inputs such as land and wages. As costs increase and funding declines, the
difficulty of meeting housing needs is exacerbated. The current financial crisis may
relieve increased construction costs, at least in the short term, but costs are likely to
remain an obstacle as the economy and housing market recover.
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Extent of Housing Needs Statewide

The Washington Low Income Housing Alliance estimates there are currently 250,000
renter families in Washington who are cost burdened. Based on this figure, the
preliminary draft findings of an affordable housing cost study being conducted by the
Department of Commerce note that with the current housing stock of 39,000 housing
units for extremely low-income families, assuming a $100 million Housing Trust Fund
appropriation per biennium and an average HTF contribution of $40,000 of dollars per
unit, it would take 168 years to build enough housing to meet the needs of these families.

In addition, Table 9 in the Housing Needs section estimates that by 2015 up to 69,000
additional renter households will experience housing cost burden. These figures show
that while construction costs and funding perturbations present obstacles to meeting
affordable housing needs, the real obstacle is the magnitude of need across the state.
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Housing Market Analysis (91.310)

Based on information available to the jurisdiction, describe the significant
characteristics of the housing market in terms of supply, demand, condition, and
the cost of housing; the housing stock available to serve persons with disabilities;
and to serve persons with HIV/AIDS and their families. Data on the housing
market should include, to the extent information is available, an estimate of the
number of vacant or abandoned buildings and whether units in these buildings
are suitable for rehabilitation.

Describe the number and targeting (income level and type of household served)
of units currently assisted by local, state, or federally funded programs, and an
assessment of whether any such units are expected to be lost from the assisted
housing inventory for any reason, (i.e. expiration of Section 8 contracts).

Indicate how the characteristics of the housing market will influence the use of
funds made available for rental assistance, production of new units, rehabilitation
of old units, or acquisition of existing units. Please note, the goal of affordable
housing is not met by beds in nursing homes.
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SIGNIFICANT CHARACTERISTICS OF HOUSING MARKET

Data from American Community Surveys conducted between 2005 and 2007 show there
are a total of 2,472,477 occupied housing units in Washington State. This represents an
increase of roughly 200,000 occupied units (8.9 percent) from the year 2000. Population
growth was roughly 8 percent during the same period.

Of the 2.47 million total housing units, 1.62 million (65.6 percent) are owner occupied
and .85 million (34.5 percent) are renter occupied. Overall, 63.8 percent of units are
single detached structures and 14.2 percent are in complexes of 10 or more units. About
four-fifths of owner-occupied units were single detached structures, compared to only
one-quarter of renter occupied units.

Recent Changes in Supply and Demand

The period between 2000 and 2006 was marked by rapid acceleration in housing
construction and prices. This “housing bubble” was fueled by low interest rates, changes
in lending practices and a cultural shift that viewed housing as a secure investment
commodity. Beginning in 2007, the collapse of the housing bubble contributed to a
cascade of bank failures, mergers, and widespread federal receivership. This led to a
tightening of lending practices and a reduction in available credit. Since 2007,
Washington State has experienced a significant increase in the number of foreclosed
properties, bankruptcies, short sales and an overall reduction of housing prices.

Trends in Washington’s housing market are compiled by the Washington Center for Real
Estate Research (WCRER) at Washington State University. For the first quarter of 2009,
home sales were 30.6 percent lower than a year ago, hew construction was 53.3 percent
lower, and median prices were 13.7 percent lower.

The figures below, taken from WCRER’s Housing Market Report, show the gradual rise
in home sales and median prices over the last decade, and demonstrate the magnitude of
the market collapse that is taking place. Rapid fluctuations in the housing market make it
difficult to project market analysis over the short- to medium-term. As newer data are
available, additional analysis of market conditions may be warranted.

Figure 7: Trends in Homes Sales and Median Sale Price
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Homeownership Market Conditions

Homeownership levels in Washington peaked at 67.5 percent in 2005 and dropped to
66.2 percent in 2008, following a national trend where ownership declined from 69
percent in 2005 to 67.8 percent in 2008. The short-term trend for homeownership rates is
likely to see further erosion due to the ongoing credit crunch and foreclosure crisis.

Homeownership Affordability

The Washington Center for Real Estate Research publishes overall homeownership and
first time homebuyer affordability indices each quarter. Though homeownership rates
have declined, these two measures of affordability have shown improvement since 2007.

For both indices, the scale of affordability centers on 100, with a lower score considered
less affordable and a higher score more affordable. The overall index measures the
ability of a typical family to make payments on median price resale home, assuming a 20-
percent down payment and 30-year amortizing mortgage. The first-time buyer index
assumes an income of 70 percent of area median, a home priced at 85 percent of median
and a downpayment of 10 percent.

Table 14 shows both Table 14: WCRER Affordability Indices

affordability indices in -

the first quarter of 2005, WCRER H°m‘i::'i:z: Affordability | 5505 | 2007 | 2009

2007 and 2009 and the

change over four years. -

A county breakdown of Overall Affordability Index 113.6 88.3 | 125.5

these indices is available % change from 2005 - -22.3% | 10.5%

in Appendix B. First Time Buyer Affordability Index 66 51.8 | 733
% change from 2005 - -21.5% | 11.1%

The overall affordability
index for Washington was lowest in 2007, began to improve in 2008, and by 2009 was
10.5 percent higher than 2005. Measured from 2007 to 2009 only, the overall
affordability index rose by 31.7 percent. With a score of 125.5 in 2009, the overall index
indicates that , on a statewide basis, homes are generally affordable to households earning
area median income.

Following the same pattern, the first-time buyer index in 2009 was 11.1 percent higher
than in 2005 and 41.5 percent higher than in 2007. Still, first-time homeownership
remains unaffordable with a statewide score of 73.3. In 2009 only six counties (Adams,
Benton, Grays Harbor, Mason, Pacific, and Yakima) had indices exceeding 100. For
prospective first-time buyers in most parts of the state, homeownership too often remains
unattainable.
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Rental Market Conditions

There are 851,017 occupied rental housing units in Washington, based on the three-year
average of American Community Survey results between 2005 and 2007. Of these,
257,858 (30.3 percent) are one-unit structures, 139,265 units (16.3 percent) are duplexes,
triplexes or four-plexes, and 429,960 units (48.2 percent) are in complexes of five units
or more. The remaining 5 percent of units are mobile homes or “other.” During the
survey years, an average of roughly 50,000 units, or 5.4 percent, were vacant and for rent
(see below). For a breakdown of rental units by type and county, please see Appendix B.

Affordability of Rental Units at Fair Market Rent

Rental housing is considered affordable if total costs including utilities are below 30
percent of income. Households paying more than 30 percent of income are considered
cost burdened and those paying more than 50 percent are severely cost burdened.

One measure of rental housing affordability is the relationship between fair market rents
and income. The ratio provides an indicator of whether an average household can afford
to rent an average unit in a community. Tables 15 and 16 show this ratio for one person
renting a one-bedroom unit and a family of four renting a two-bedroom unit. These ratios
were developed using county fair market rents and median incomes provided by HUD for
2009.

In each table, the ratio of fair market rent to income is shown for extremely low-income
(0-30 percent of median), very low-income (31-50 percent of median) and low-income
(51-80 percent of median) households. Each table lists the county or counties with the
highest and lowest fair market rent, and provides an average for all counties. A complete
breakdown by county is available in Appendix B.

Table 15: Affordability of a One-Bedroom Rental Unit for a Single Person, 2009

Fair Median Monthly Income:
Affordability of a One-Bedroom Market | Extremely
. . Very Low- Low-
Rental Unit for a Single Person Rent Low-
(FMR) Income Income Income
Highest FMR Counties (King, Snohomish) $820 $1,425 $2,375 $3,800
% of Income Needed - 58% 35% 22%
Lowest FMR County (Pacific) $478 $921 $1,535 $2,456
% of Income Needed - 52% 31% 19%
Average (All Counties) $583 $1,037 $1,729 $2,766
% of Income Needed - 56% 34% 21%
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Table 16: Affordability of a Two-Bedroom Rental Unit for a Family of Four, 2009

Fair Median Monthly Income:
Affordability of a Two-Bedroom Market | Extremely
Rental Unit for a Family of Four Rent e Very Low- Low-
(FMR) Income Income Income
Highest FMR Counties (King, Snohomish) $987 $2,033 $3,389 $5,422
% of Income Needed - 49% 29% 18%
Lowest FMR Counties (Adams, Ferry, Pend 4619 $1317 $2.194 $3511
Oreille)
% of Income Needed - 47% 28% 18%
Average (All Counties) $728 $1,482 $2,469 $3,951
% of Income Needed - 49% 29% 18%

These tables and appendices show that an average extremely low-income individual
renting a fair-market unit would be severely cost burdened in all counties but one. On
average, extremely low-income families of four would be severely cost burdened in 11
counties and be near severely cost burdened everywhere in the state. Very low-income
individuals would on average be cost burdened in all but five counties. On average, very
low-income families of four would be cost burdened in 10 counties and be near cost
burdened everywhere in the state.

The average individual or family making above 50 percent of median income, on the
other hand, would pay between 18 and 22 percent of income for a fair market rent
apartment, and therefore would not be cost burdened or severely cost burdened in paying
fair market rent for an average unit anywhere in the state.

National Rental Market Dynamics

A recent HUD report, Rental Market Dynamics: 2005-2007, found that the strong
housing market led to a nationwide decline of between 1.5 and 2 million rental units in
the three most affordable categories—non-market rate (subsidized), extremely low-rent
and very low-rent—between 2005 and 2007.

These units were either converted to higher rents, or left the rental market, perhaps due to
the boom in home sales during the period in question. While data are not available to
determine the number of units in these categories that have been lost in Washington, the
nationwide figures suggest strongly that the number of affordable and available rental
units has declined here as well and is vulnerable to market conditions.

Availability of Affordable Rental Units for Extremely and Very Low-Income Households
In April 2009, the National Low Income Housing Coalition, a nonprofit organization
dedicated to assuring that low-income persons have affordable and decent housing,
published estimates of the availability of rental housing for extremely low-income and
very low-income households in Washington.
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These estimates, drawn from the 2007 American Community Survey, showed that only
30 affordable rental units were available per 100 extremely low-income households and
only 65 affordable units were available per 100 very low-income households. Based on
the total number of renter households, the coalition calculated how many units were both
available and affordable, and found a deficit of over 138,000 units for extremely low-
income households, and 119,000 units for very low-income households. In terms of
affordability alone, there was still a deficit of over 83,000 units for extremely low-income
households statewide.

Age of Housing Stock

Age of housing stock is an important indicator that is linked to physical condition and
reflects historical population changes in the community. Housing stock age also
correlates with exposure to hazards such as lead-based paint and asbestos tiles and siding,
since legislation over the last several decades has eliminated use of these products in
residential construction.

Data from the 2005-2007 American Community Survey shows that roughly 30 percent of
housing in Washington is less than 20 years old, 44 percent is 21 to 50 years old and 27
percent is more than 50 years old. Table 17 shows the percent of housing units built by
decade, divided into owner- and renter- occupied units. A breakdown by county is
available in Appendix B.

Table 17: Age of Washington’s Housing

There are eight counties where more than Stock

20 percent of the housing stock was built
before 1939: Columbia, Garfield, Grays
Harbor, Klickitat, Lincoln, Pacific, Walla Year Built
Walla, and Whitman. These counties are

likely to have greater need for home repair

All Owner- Renter-
Units | Occupied | Occupied

and rehabilitation, and residents face 2000 or later 11% 12% 10%
greater risk of exposure to lead-based paint | 1990 to 1999 19% 20% 16%
and asbestos. 1980 to 1989 15% 14% 16%
In contrast, there are 14 counties where 1960 t0 1979 29% 28% 33%
over 10 percent of the housing stock has 1940 to 1959 15% 15% 13%
been built since the year 2000: Benton, 1939 or earlier 12% 12% 12%

Clark, Douglas, Franklin, Island, Jefferson,
Klickitat, Mason, Pierce, Skagit, Snohomish, Thurston, Whatcom, and Whitman.
Franklin County has the highest number of recently built housing at 24.5 percent.
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Physical Condition of Housing Stock

The physical condition of housing stock is important both for the health and safety of
residents, and as an indicator of the need for weatherization. Houses that are not properly
weatherized waste energy, costing residents extra money to heat and cool and
contributing unnecessarily to global climate change. Two measures of physical condition
of housing stock that are collected in the American Community Survey are whether a unit
has complete plumbing and kitchen facilities.

Table 18: Physical Condition of Housing Stock

Data from the American

Physical Conditions of A Owner- Renter- | COmmunity Surveys

Housing Stock Occupied | Occupied | conducted between 2005 and

2007 show that the housing
Complete plumbing facilities 99.5% 99.6% 99.4% | Stock in Washington State is

Complete kitchen facilities 99.3% 99.7% o8.4% | 1N generally good condition
Teleoh i 96.4% 98 1% 03.1% using these measures. Table
SERTone SeTViEs — St =2 18 shows that statewide, less
At least 1 bedroom 99.4% 99.7% 95.7% | than one percent of occupied

housing units lack complete plumbing or kitchen facilities. In addition, few units lack
telephone service or lack at least one bedroom. Table 18 also shows that owner-occupied
units tend to be in better physical condition than renter-occupied units.

In several counties, however, the Table 19: Counties with 2% or more of Housing
housing stock is in worse physical Units in Substandard Condition
condition. Table 19 shows counties
where two percent or more of housing County Plumbing | Kitchen
units lack complete plumbing or
kitchen facilities. In Okanogan and Chelan o .
Kittitas counties, over 3 percent of 5

. ;i . ouglas °
units fell into both categories. A full
breakdown of these measures by Franklin .
county is available in Appendix B. Kittitas . .

Mason °

Throughout the 2010-2014 ok . .
Consolidated Plan, and for all anogan
rehabilitation activities undertaken Pacific * °
with HUD funds, the following Stevens o .
definitions are adopted. Standard Walla Walla o
condition is defined as housing that
meets local building, fire, health and Whatcom °

safety codes. Substandard condition but suitable for rehabilitation is defined as housing
that does not meet local building, fire, health and safety codes but which is both
financially and structurally feasible for rehabilitation.
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Overcrowding

Data from American Community Surveys conducted between 2005 and 2007 found an
average of 2.3 percent of occupied housing units to be overcrowded (more than 1.01
persons per room). Overall, 1.4 percent of owner-occupied housing units and 4.1 percent
of renter-occupied units were overcrowded. A significant factor in overcrowding was
age of residents. While less than 1 percent of seniors lived in overcrowded housing, 5.6

percent of renters and 2.9 percent of
owners younger than 34 years old lived
in overcrowded conditions.

Another factor in overcrowding was
geographic location. Table 20 lists
counties where more than 5 percent of
renter- occupied units were
overcrowded. A full breakdown is
available in Appendix B.

Areas of overcrowding correspond to
the population of permanent and
migrant agricultural farmworkers in the
state, who frequently live in
substandard housing conditions. The
Washington State Farmworker Housing
Trust Fund evaluated which counties
have the highest proportion of
farmworkers. Twelve counties have 93
percent of Washington’s farmworker

Table 20: Counties with the Greatest

Overcrowding

County

Owner-
Occupied

Renter-
Occupied

Franklin

20.0% 3.4%

Grant

13.0% 5.8%

Pacific

10.5% 1.4%

Skagit

9.6% 1.8%

Yakima

9.3% 4.4%

Douglas

9.3% 3.8%

Klickitat

8.4% 0.6%

Chelan

6.6% 1.8%

Grays Harbor

6.3% 1.5%

Walla Walla

6.2% 1.5%

Stevens

5.6% 2.5%

Okanogan

5.1% 2.5%

Benton

5.0% 1.7%

Washington State

4.1% 1.4%

population, of which ten are among the counties with the most overcrowding: Franklin,
Grant, Skagit, Yakima, Douglas, Chelan, Walla Walla, Okanogan, and Benton.

Vacancy Rates

Table 21: Vacant Housing Units in Washington

Vacant Housing Units Number Percent
Total Housing Units 2,698,930 -
Total Vacant Units 226,453 100%
Seasonal, recreational, or occasional use 69,601 30.7%
For rent 51,906 22.9%
For sale only 26,554 11.7%
Rented, not occupied 12,233 5.4%
Sold, not occupied 11,019 4.9%
For migrant workers 572 0.3%
Other/unknown 54,568 24.1%
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Between 2005 and 2007
there were an average of
226,453 vacant housing
units, which represent
8.4 percent of all
housing units in
Washington. Table 21
shows vacancy rates
statewide. A breakdown
by county is available in
Appendix B.
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While the physical condition of vacant units is not known, it is reasonable to assume that
units in several categories are vacant for reasons other than physical condition. These
categories include units for seasonal, recreational or occasional use only, units for rent or
for sale, and units for migrant workers.

Removing these categories leaves about 77,000 vacant housing units that may be in need
of significant repair. Of these, about 23,000 have been rented or sold but are not
occupied, perhaps because they are in poor condition and undergoing repairs paid for by
their owners or occupants. The 54,568 units vacant for “other reasons” could also be in
need of rehabilitation. Data are not available to determine the number of vacant units that
are suitable for rehabilitation, or the number that are beyond repair.

INVENTORY OF SUBSIDIZED AFFORDABLE HOUSING

In 2007 the Washington Legislature directed the Department of Commerce (then the
Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development) to prepare an inventory
of housing assistance programs. The department contracted with the Washington Low
Income Housing Alliance to complete the inventory and develop an unduplicated count
of affordable housing units in Washington. While work on the complete inventory is still
underway the interim data summary, published in February 2009, represents the most
comprehensive information on affordable housing units available at this time.

The interim data summary covers state and federally funded programs, Washington State
Housing Finance Commission programs, programs funded by local governments and
housing authorities. The inventory details:

e Expenditures from fees and taxes specifically authorized by state law for housing
assistance and homeless programs,

e Property tax and sales tax provisions that are intended to support housing
assistance programs,

e Federally funded housing assistance programs provided in the state.

e A program’s biennial appropriation and expenditure levels since the 1999-2001
biennium through the 2007-2009,

e Eligibility criteria and the amount of benefit provided per unit or per family,

e Number of units or families assisted.

Interim data show that over 2,800 affordable multifamily housing projects were
developed in Washington between 1999 and 2008 totaling over 100,000 units. During
the same time period over 420,000 individuals received voucher or supportive services
including emergency shelter or transitional housing, tenant-based rental assistance or
manufactured housing relocation assistance.

Although data in the interim summary are limited — some programs had yet to respond

completely, and some records may be duplicated — the summary provides a preliminary
breakdown of units by county showing income ranges and special needs of client
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populations are served. The full interim data summary is available on the Department of

Commerce website.

HOME Program Units

Table 22 shows the number and income targeting of HOME-funded housing units. Over
85 percent of all HOME-funded units target extremely low- or very low-income

households. Table 22 also
demonstrates the increased
priority placed on serving
extremely low-income
household during the years
covered by the 2005-2009
Consolidated Plan.

Of units funded since
2004, 26.7 percent served
extremely low-income
households compared with
9.1 percent of units funded

Table 22: Income Targeting of HOME-Funded Unit

Income Targeting of HOME- Before 2004- Total
Funded Housing Units 2004 2008
Extremely Low-Income 242 447 689
% of total 9.1% 26.7% 15.9%
Very Low-Income 2,007 1,066 | 3,073
% of total 75.7% 63.7% 71.0%
Low-lncome 404 160 564
% of total 15.2% 9.6% 13.0%

in earlier years, an increase

of over 85 percent in the number of units. A lower proportion of units targeted at
households earning above 50 percent of median income were funded, reflecting the
greater ability of those households to find affordable fair market rent units.

Table 23: Client Targeting of HOME-Funded Units

Client Targeting of HOME-Funded

Housing Units UEEL
General Households 2,516
Elderly 1,371
Homeless Families 176
Chronically Mentally Il 173
Homeless Individuals 127
Farmworker 81
Chemically Dependent 51
Physically Disabled 32
Survivors of Domestic Violence 9
Teen Parents 5

Loss of Affordable Housing Units

Table 23 shows the number of
HOME-funded housing units
targeted to specific client
populations through 2008. The
“general households” category
includes extremely low-, very low-
and low-income households.

A breakdown by county of income-
and client-targeting in HOME-
funded units is available in
Appendix B.

Federal and state affordable housing programs require that subsidized units remain
affordable for periods ranging from five to up to 40 years. As units reach the end of their
affordability requirements, some property owners choose to convert away from
affordability and rent units at market rates. Strong market conditions in Washington in
recent years add to concerns that units will be lost from the affordable inventory.
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In 2002, the Washington State Housing Finance Commission (HFC) calculated that over
14,000 units financed by three major federal tax credit programs could potentially be lost
by 2012. The HFC Preservation Program works to find innovative ways to preserve
affordable housing units including extending affordability for over 1,000 units in “mark
to market” projects.

More recent data suggest that over the next five years, subsidy contracts for almost 8,000
federally subsidized units will expire. Within the next ten years, 5,000 Low Income
Housing Tax Credit units will also reach the end of their affordability covenants. With
the exception of affordable housing that is part of a land trust, most affordable housing in
the state has no guarantee of being permanently affordable since affordability
requirements generally last for 40 years at most. Although many affordable housing
owners may choose to maintain the properties as affordable in perpetuity, there is no
requirement for them to do so.

MARKET INFLUENCE ON USe oF HUD FUNDS

The substantial deficit of available, affordable rental units for extremely and very low-
income households is a central factor in the Department of Commerce’s decision to use
HOME funds for Tenant Based Rental Assistance (TBRA) to households in those income
categories. TBRA is the most cost-effective way to provide housing for these
households, and is a particularly useful tool in rural communities where it is difficult to
build subsidized affordable housing projects. TBRA can also provide assistance
immediately to families or individuals in crisis, whereas subsidized rental units (such as
those provided by Public Housing Agencies) often have long waiting lists.

Substandard housing condition indicates the importance of rehabilitation, since a
substantial proportion of single family units in some counties lack complete plumbing or
kitchen facilities. Along with age of housing, substandard housing conditions can
contribute to exposure to lead-based paint hazards. The wide variance of need between
counties contributes to the decision to maintain housing rehabilitation as an eligible use
for CDBG and HOME General Purpose funds, and local jurisdictions are able to
prioritize this use as appropriate.

For information on the housing needs of persons with disabilities and persons with AIDS,

including market influence on use of HUD funds, please see the Non-Homeless Special
Needs section.
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Specific Housing Objectives (91.315 (b))

1. Describe the priorities and specific objectives the jurisdiction hopes to achieve
over a specified time period.

2. Describe how Federal, State, and local public and private sector resources that

are reasonably expected to be available will be used to address identified needs
for the period covered by the strategic plan.
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HousING OuTcoME OBJECTIVES

Program activities must further the HUD goal of developing viable urban communities by
providing decent housing, a suitable living environment and expanding economic
opportunities for low- and moderate income persons. HUD regulations also establish
three objectives: sustainability, affordability and availability/accessibility. An outcome
must meet at least one national goal and objective.

Local governments are responsible for prioritizing projects to meet the greatest need in
their communities and applying for funding from the HOME, ESG, HOPWA and CDBG
programs. Therefore, actual program outcomes over the long term depend on the types of
projects local governments propose.

Table 24 estimates housing outcomes during the 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan period.
These estimates are projections based on estimated outcomes for 2010 as described in the
2010 Action Plan for the HOME, ESG, HOPWA and CDBG programs, and were
developed from projects funded during past years. Actual outcomes will be tracked in
HUD’s Integrated Disbursement & Information System (IDIS) as projects are awarded
and completed.

Table 24: Housing Outcome Objectives, 2010-2014

National Goal and Expected Outcomes by Descrintion
Objective Program, 2010 - 2014 P
Decent Housing
Affordability, Support access to affordable and special
Sustainability & | HOME GP: 375 households | needs housing in collaboration with the
Availability/accessibility Housing Trust Fund and other funders

Support access to affordable and special
Availability/accessibility CDBG: 375 households needs housing in collaboration with the
Housing Trust Fund

Maintain housing stock by rehabilitating

Sustainability CDBG: 125 households . . .
single family occupancy housing

TBRA: 6,000 households | ¢reate/preserve affordable housing and

Affordability . .
HOPWA: 1,670 households provide rental assistance

Suitable Living Environment

Availability/accessibility ESG: 100,000 persons Provide emergency shelter and services
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USE OF AVAILABLE RESOURCES

Table 25 shows anticipated HUD funds that will be used for affordable housing during
the 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan period from the HOME, HOPWA and ESG programs

and the CDBG Housing Enhancement

fund.

Table 25: Anticipated HUD Funds, 2010-2014

Anticipated HUD Funds for Housing, | Anticipated Funds, | Anticipated Funds,
by Program 2010 2010 - 2014

HOME Program $10,248,322 $51,241,610
General Purpose 60% 60%

Tenant-Based Rental Assistance 40% 40%

Loan repayments $500,000 $2,500,000

HOPWA Program $671,500 $3,357,500
ESG Program $1,370,843 $6,854,215
CDBG Housing Enhancement Fund $1,000,000 $5,000,000
TOTAL $13,790,665 $68,953,325

HOME Program Funds

HOME program funds, including loan repayments, will be split with 40 percent allocated
to Tenant-Based Rental Assistance (TBRA) and the remaining 60 percent allocated to the
General Purpose fund. For additional information about the program, including methods
of distribution for both funds, please see the 2010 Action Plan.

Tenant-Based Rental Assistance (TBRA)

The HOME Tenant Based Rental Assistance (TBRA) program will provide rental
assistance and/or security/utility deposit assistance to households at or below 50 percent
of median income, including those who are homeless or have special needs.

Eligible applicants are units of local government, public housing authorities and nonprofit
community-based organizations. Applicants must have recent experience administering a
state or federally funded rental assistance program, or may contract with an experienced
organization or technical assistance provider to administer the program.

General Purpose

HOME GP funds will be used for multiple purposes including new construction,
rehabilitation and/or acquisition of rental housing units, and transitional and/or supportive
housing projects serving people who are homeless or who have special needs and have
income at or below 30 percent of the local median income (AMI). HOME GP funds will
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also be used to preserve and/or develop manufactured housing communities which
include households at or below 50 percent of the local AMI.

The awarding of HOME GP funds will be coordinated with the state-funded Housing
Trust Fund (HTF), as follows:

o Evaluation criteria will include: needs of target population, project design,
financial feasibility and organizational capacity.

e The Department of Commerce will work closely with local governments to
identify local housing needs and coordinate the targeting of local, state and
federal resources to address such needs.

¢ HOME GP funds will be used for grants and/or deferred loans, and will be
administered directly by the local government, housing authority, or nonprofit
receiving the funds.

e The Department of Commerce will be responsible for approval of all project
draws through the certification of signed progress reports, building official
inspections, or architect certificates of completion.

ESG, HOPWA and CDBG Program Funds

Please see the ESG, HOPWA and CDBG sections and the 2010 Action Plan for
information about the use of program funds for affordable housing activities and the
method of distributing funds.
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Public Housing Needs and Strategies (91.315 (c))

In cooperation with the public housing agency or agencies located within its
boundaries, describe the needs of public housing, including the number of public
housing units in the jurisdiction, the physical condition of such units, the restoration
and revitalization needs of public housing projects within the jurisdiction, and other
factors, including the number of families on public housing and tenant-based waiting
lists and results from the Section 504 needs assessment of public housing projects
located within its boundaries (i.e. assessment of needs of tenants and applicants on
waiting list for accessible units as required by 24 CFR 8.25). The public housing
agency and jurisdiction can use the optional Priority Public Housing Needs Table
(formerly Table 4) of the Consolidated Plan to identify priority public housing needs
to assist in this process.

1. Describe the public housing agency's strategy to serve the needs of extremely
low-income, low-income, and moderate-income families residing in the
jurisdiction served by the public housing agency (including families on the public
housing and section 8 tenant-based waiting list), the public housing agency’s
strategy for addressing the revitalization and restoration needs of public housing
projects within the jurisdiction and improving the management and operation of
such public housing, and the public housing agency’s strategy for improving the
living environment of extremely low-income, low-income, and moderate families
residing in public housing.

2. Describe the manner in which the plan of the jurisdiction will help address the
needs of public housing and activities it will undertake to encourage public
housing residents to become more involved in management and participate in
homeownership. (NAHA Sec. 105 (b)(11) and (91.215 (k))

3. If the public housing agency is designated as "troubled" by HUD or otherwise is
performing poorly, the jurisdiction shall describe the manner in which it will
provide financial or other assistance in improving its operations to remove such
designation. (NAHA Sec. 105 (g))
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PuBLIC HOUSING NEEDS AND STRATEGIES

A public housing authority is an entity formed by a city, town or county to address
housing needs in the local community. In Washington, PHAs are local entities over
which the Department of Commerce has no direct oversight. The Department of
Commerce is an investment partner on certain projects with public housing authorities,
and certifies that PHA plans are consistent with the state consolidated plan where
required by HUD regulations. There are over 30 active housing authorities across the
state.

Property owned by housing authorities is exempt from all taxes or special assessments.
Housing authorities enter into innovative partnerships with private, nonprofit agencies,
and local governments to provide affordable housing. Several housing authorities in
Washington have set up 501 (c) (3) nonprofit corporations to take advantage of federal
programs not available to public housing authorities, gain operational flexibility by
avoiding onerous regulations and generate resources that can be used to offset losses in
federal programs caused by insufficient funding levels.

The majority of the households who live in public housing today have incomes well
below 50 percent of median, many below 30 percent of median. A large number of frail,
elderly people and single individuals with disabilities live in housing authority units. As
standards of care have evolved to discourage institutionalization for persons with mental
health or developmental disabilities, PHAs have taken on much of the task of providing
them with affordable housing.

Because public housing authorities are administered locally, statewide data are not
available to the Department of Commerce to determine the number, physical condition or
rehabilitation needs of units of public housing statewide.

A number of public housing authorities responded to the survey of affordable housing
stakeholders conducted in May 2009. These responses frequently identified a lack of
funding as the principle barrier to affordable housing. The need for increased Section 8
rental assistance funding, and the length of waiting lists were most frequently mentioned,
as was the need for increased availability of tax credits. One jurisdiction reported
thousands of persons on their waitlist and others have closed their lists due to the high
level of demand.

Public housing authorities can be designated “troubled” for substandard scores in one or
more of these areas: management, financial, or physical. The Department of Commerce
could assist agencies that are troubled due to physical deterioration of housing through
rehabilitation, an eligible use of CDBG funds. The Department of Commerce could also
provide technical assistance with management or financial assistance upon request.
Ongoing operation of public housing authorities, however, would not be an eligible use
of HOME or CDBG funds. Further information about public housing authorities is
contained in plans each authority submits to HUD, available here.
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78

Barriers to Affordable Housing (91.310 (d) and 91.315 (h))

Explain whether the cost of housing or the incentives to develop, maintain, or
improve affordable housing are affected by public policies, particularly those of
the local jurisdiction. Such policies include tax policy affecting land and other
property, land use controls, zoning ordinances, building codes, fees and charges,
growth limits, and policies that affect the return on residential investment.

Describe the strategy to remove or ameliorate negative effects of public policies
that serve as barriers to affordable housing, except that, if a State requires a unit
of general local government to submit a regulatory barrier assessment that is
substantially equivalent to the information required under this part, as
determined by HUD, the unit of general local government may submit that
assessment to HUD and it shall be considered to have complied with this
requirement.
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PoLIcY BARRIERS TO AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Along with market forces, state, federal, and public policies influence the provision of
affordable housing. Federal economic policies affect migration and employment in
Washington, leading to cycles of local market demand. Federal finance policies such as
FHA mortgage insurance requirements, the federally chartered secondary mortgage
market, and lending regulations also have significant effects on housing. Federal housing
policies regarding reductions in direct housing subsidies and income transfer payments
impact the ability of lower-income people to afford housing.

Federal policies are by their nature outside the reach of State of Washington actions.
Therefore, this section focuses on state and local policies which may affect housing
affordability, in accordance with 24 CFR 91.310, which requires the Consolidated Plan to
address barriers such as “tax policy affecting land and other property, land use controls,
zoning ordinances, building codes, fees and charges, growth limits, and policies that
affect the return on residential investment.” The following discussion summarizes key
issues on a statewide basis.

Taxation and Fiscal Policies

The State of Washington does not tax personal income, creating a strong reliance on
other forms of taxation such as sales tax, business and occupation tax, real property tax,
and special fees and assessments. While a full analysis of the impacts of this set of
revenue sources is beyond the scope of this Consolidated Plan, it is important to note that
limitations on state revenue sources constrain the ability of the state to provide affordable
housing subsidies, and increase reliance on federal and local funding sources.

Local jurisdictions are also burdened by the state’s revenue structure. A 2007 study titled
County Financial Health and Governance Alternatives found that some counties with
small tax bases cannot finance basic services within their maximum taxing structure.
While Washington State and local city governments impose three forms of taxes
(property tax, sales and use tax, and business and utility tax), counties are only able to
apply two. County revenues can therefore be described as a “two-legged stool,” a
metaphor that also captures the instability associated with the absence of an income tax.

At the local level, Washington has more than 1,400 special-purpose districts, the highest
number per capita of any state in the U.S. The large number of single-purpose special
districts and the complex tax structure necessary to support them is seen as contributing
to an absence of economies of scale and challenges with coordination, and may impact
infrastructure capacity to support new housing development.

Mitigating these barriers are tax policies that function as incentives for building
affordable housing in Washington state. For example,

e Earnings from rental property are not subject to state taxation.
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o Property tax relief is available for qualified low-income elderly or disabled
homeowners.

e Property tax exemptions are available for emergency shelters, transitional
housing, and certain nonprofit owned or operated rental housing.

e Certain qualifying cities are authorized to create a multifamily local tax abatement
program and to increase the length of the programs if the jurisdiction commits to
specified affordability goals.

Land Use Controls

Growth Management

Washington’s Growth Management Act (GMA) requires the 221 cities and 29 counties
fully planning under the GMA to plan for capital facilities to support development,
including affordable housing. Sources of funding for capital facilities must be identified
in the comprehensive land use plan. GMA also requires that public facilities and services
be provided concurrently with development. Counties and cities have a variety of
sources to fund capital facilities, including impact fees on development.

Washington municipalities impose development fees and exactions upon developers as a
means of insuring the provision of public facilities necessitated by new development.
Impact fees have complex effects on housing prices and the costs they add to affordable
housing projects, if any, are not known. As part of a recent study of affordable housing
development costs, the Department of Commerce conducted a statewide survey of
affordable housing developers that included questions about factors that increase costs
and methods to reduce costs. Creating additional policies to reduce or waive impact fees
on affordable housing developments received one of the highest ratings.

The GMA is also designed to direct growth to urban areas, preserving critical areas,
agricultural and forested lands. Land within urban growth areas can be constrained in
ways that increase building costs. For example, in order to meet population density
targets communities must sometimes redevelop land that has previously been built upon.
Redevelopment challenges within urban growth areas include land assembly, clean up,
dealing with existing structures, and providing or upgrading infrastructure, each of which
can add costs to a project.

Environmental Policies

Communities in Washington State face a host of environmental regulations that affect
new development of affordable housing, along with other projects. These regulations
seek to preserve and improve the environmental quality of Washington's rich natural
resources for the long term. However, in some cases they increase the short-term direct
cost of building affordable housing.

State and local environmental review, modeled after the National Environmental Policy
Act, has focused on the mitigation of impacts of individual projects. The project review
often occurs late in the development process and can delay construction or add to
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requirements and associated project costs. This may be particularly true in cases where
parcels zoned for affordable housing may have constraints such as unstable slopes,
wetlands, past contamination, or other features that require additional site assessment,
environmental review, and mitigation.

Local Zoning Ordinances and Building Codes

Zoning is a device of land use regulation used by local governments that may regulate the
uses to which land may be put, or it may regulate building height, lot coverage, and
similar characteristics, or some combination of these. The Affordable Housing Advisory
Board: Housing Advisory Plan 2005-2010 concluded, “Zoning and building codes
continue to be overly complicated, and in many instances they discourage the density
necessary to accomplish growth management goals.”

The Washington State Building Code consists of a series of national model codes and
standards that have been adopted by Washington to regulate the construction of
residential, commercial, and industrial buildings and structures. The state code is
enforced by the counties and cities, but local jurisdictions have considerable discretion
with respect to the adoption of amendments to the state code and thus may, in effect,
create their own, local building codes. However, such local building codes must be
consistent with the state code and impose standards that are at least as stringent as those
required under the state code. Furthermore, locally adopted amendments to the state code
must be reviewed and approved by the Washington State Building Code Council.

While little research has been done in Washington on the effect of building codes on
affordable housing, one national study indicates that building codes could increase the
cost of housing by restricting cost-effective materials and techniques or by conflicting
with the rules of other enforcement agencies. However, the study concluded that these
risks applied to only a fraction (less than 5 percent) of increased costs of producing
housing, and that further research would be needed to determine the precise degree of the
impact.

Other Policy Barriers

The length of time and cost involved in securing funding and permit approvals can
constitute significant barriers for some projects. In some cases the process of obtaining
all required funding, permits and approvals may add months or even years to the
development timeline. During this period the developer must pay the explicit costs of
funds borrowed to finance the development and staff retained to design it, as well as the
implicit cost of revenues foregone as a result of the approval process delay. Due to a lack
of a standardized statewide permitting process, Washington struggles with an expensive
process of designing, siting, building and remodeling affordable housing.
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STRATEGIES TO REMOVE BARRIERS

Jurisdictions planning under the Growth Management Act may enact or expand
affordable housing incentive programs to provide for the development of low-income
housing units through development regulations. These programs may include, but are not
limited to:

¢ density bonuses within urban growth areas,
height and bulk bonuses,
fee waivers or exemptions,
parking reductions,
expedited permitting for projects with low-income housing units, and
mixed-use projects.

The Affordable Housing Advisory Board recommends that local government should
“continue to simplify zoning and building standards to reduce the cost of housing and to
make it easier to achieve increased densities while preserving the quality and aesthetic
character of communities.”

Another strategy relies on zoning designed to encourage or incentivize affordable
housing, known as “inclusionary zoning.” Inclusionary zoning ordinances have been
shown in at least one recent study to increase the availability of affordable housing and
can include the following practices as well as others:
e Zoning bonuses, expedited permits, reduced fees, cash subsidies, or other
incentives for developers who voluntarily build affordable housing.
e A set-aside, or percentage of units to be dedicated as inclusionary housing,
typically between 10-30 percent of a development that is otherwise market-rate.
e Fees that can be paid in lieu of building inclusionary housing. Fees-in-lieu allow
a developer to "buy out" of his/her inclusionary housing obligation.
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Low Income Housing Tax Credit Coordination (91.315 (m))

Describe the strategy to coordinate the Low-income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC)
with the development of housing that is affordable to low- and moderate-income
families.
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COORDINATION OF Low-INCOME HOUSING TAX CREDIT

The Washington State Housing Finance Commission allocates Low-Income Housing Tax
Credits (LIHTCs) throughout the state. The commission has a Qualified Allocation Plan
that provides guidance on how the commission will administer the program, what
priorities and preferences exist and what specific criteria are considered for awarding
credit to projects. The current plan gives preference through set-asides and/or selection
criteria to projects which:

o are located in areas of special need as demonstrated by location, population,
income levels, availability of affordable housing and public housing waiting lists;

o set aside units for special needs populations, such as large households, the elderly,

the homeless and/or the disabled,;

preserve federally assisted projects as low-income housing units;

rehabilitate buildings for residential use;

include the use of existing housing as part of a community revitalization plan;

have received written authorization to proceed as a United States Department of

Agriculture — Rural Housing Service multifamily new construction project

approved by the commission;

are historic properties;

are located in targeted areas;

leverage public resources;

maximize the use of credits;

demonstrate a readiness to proceed;

serve tenant populations of individuals with children;

are intended for eventual tenant ownership; and

promote energy efficiency.

The Housing Finance Commission works in close partnership with the Department of
Commerce and other public funders as they evaluate and underwrite applications for
funding to develop low-income housing and participate on their credit committees.
Commission staff are members of key Department of Commerce stakeholder committees,
including the Affordable Housing Advisory Board and Policy Advisory Team. In
addition, the director of the Department of Commerce serves as a voting member of the
commission.

The commission also works with a group of federal, state and local government
representatives to develop methods of streamlining the processing of affordable housing
projects through the LIHTC and other programs. The following are current coordination
strategies for use of the LIHTC to develop housing that is affordable to low-income and
moderate-income families.

e Both tax credit projects and Department of Commerce Housing Trust Fund
projects are rent- and income-restricted for up to 40 years.
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Points are awarded for increasing the percentage of LIHTC units set aside for
lower income populations, or for serving special needs populations including the
homeless.

LIHTC prioritizes projects in conjunction with other public funders by awarding
scoring points for leveraging of public funds and readiness of projects to begin
development. Points are awarded to projects with substantial funding
commitments from other public sources. This allows local governments to direct
their funding commitments to projects that best meet their respective funding
priorities while at the same time enhancing a project’s scoring for eligibility for
the LIHTC.

The LIHTC program requires consistency with state and/or local Consolidated
Plans. The developer of a project must demonstrate that his or her project is in
compliance with the local housing plans in the proposed project area.

The Department of Commerce and the Commission collaborate on ways to use
LIHTC and Housing Trust Fund resources to serve agricultural workers.

The Department of Commerce and the Commission are collaborating on ways to
continue previous success in investing LIHTC and Housing Trust Fund dollars to
develop affordable housing in the rural areas of the state. LIHTC set-asides exist
for rural housing and development.
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Homeless Needs
Priority Homeless Needs
Homeless Inventory
Homeless Strategic Plan
Emergency Shelter Grants
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Homeless Needs (91.305 (c) and 91.315 (d))

Homeless Needs— The jurisdiction must provide a concise summary of the nature
and extent of homelessness in the jurisdiction, (including rural homelessness and
chronic homelessness where applicable), addressing separately the need for facilities
and services for homeless persons and homeless families with children, both
sheltered and unsheltered, and homeless subpopulations, in accordance with Table
1A. The summary must include the characteristics and needs of low-income
individuals and children, (especially extremely low-income) who are currently housed
but are at imminent risk of either residing in shelters or becoming unsheltered. In
addition, to the extent information is available, the plan must include a description of
the nature and extent of homelessness by racial and ethnic group. A quantitative
analysis is not required. If a jurisdiction provides estimates of the at-risk
population(s), it should also include a description of the operational definition of the
at-risk group and the methodology used to generate the estimates.
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NATURE AND EXTENT OF HOMELESSNESS

What is Known from the 2009 Point-in-Time Count

A total of 22,827 people were reported homeless in the second statewide point-in-time count
that took place during the last week of January 2009, a 3.9 percent increase over the 2006

count. Table 26 shows results from the 2009 point-in-time count.

Table 26: 2009 Point-In-Time Count Results

Homeless Population Sheltered = Unsheltered TOTAL
Emergency | Transitional
Homeless Families with Children 787 2,293 385 3,465
Persons in Families w/ Children 2,435 7,163 1,098 10,696
Homeless Individuals 4,279 2,405 5,447 12,131
TOTAL (lines 1 and 2) 6,714 9,568 6,545 22,827
Homeless Subpopulations Sheltered Unsheltered TOTAL
Chronically Homeless 1,627 913 2,540
Mental Health 2,429
Substance Abuse 2,589
Veterans 985
Persons with HIV/AIDS 152
Victims of Domestic Violence 2,349
Unaccompanied Youth 211
Children in Families 5,658 593 6,251
Physically Disabled 1,700
Agricultural Workers 67
Substance and MH 984
Seniors 283

Almost 600 more individuals in families with minor children were counted as homeless,
and 280 more individuals without children were counted as homeless than in 2006. Of

those counted in 2009, 16,282 were in emergency shelters or transitional housing, and

6,545 were unsheltered (living outside or other places not meant for human habitation).

The count found 2,540 people considered “chronically homeless.” As defined by HUD, a
chronically homeless persons is an unaccompanied homeless individual with a disabling
condition who has either been continuously homeless for a year or more, or has had at
least four episodes of homelessness in the past three years.

Among homeless persons that were sheltered 2,429 (10 percent) identified a mental health
disability, and 2,589 (11 percent) reported a substance abuse problem. Although
collection methods varied between counties and collection points, generally these numbers
are self-reported and likely significantly undercount the actual problem.

Only 211 unaccompanied youth aged 17 and under were accounted for in the point-in-time
count. Many homeless youth are “couch surfing” and thus not homeless under the HUD
definition, although they are homeless under the federal Department of Education (DOE)
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definition. Using the DOE definition, schools in Washington State counted 16,853
homeless youth during 2007.

Six percent (985) of the persons counted in emergency and transitional housing indicated
that they were veterans. This number does not include unsheltered veterans, since many
point-in-time counts do not ask homeless persons about their veteran status. When
extrapolating the count of sheltered veterans to unsheltered homeless persons, the results
are a count of 1,683 homeless veterans.

The annual homeless veterans’ population in Washington is estimated at 6,280 by the
Community Homelessness Assessment, Local Education and Networking Group
(CHALLENG) for Veterans. Data collected during the 2007 CHALLENG process are
from questionnaires completed by Veteran’s Administration staff, community providers,
and homeless veterans. National studies show that 22 percent of homeless persons are
veterans.

What Is Not Known

The point-in-time count data does not indicate how many people become homeless over
the course of a year. Based on Washington point-in-time count and national research,
over 87,000 people are estimated to experience homelessness in Washington per year. As
better data is collected by the Homeless Management Information System (HMIS), the
relationship between how many people are homeless at a point in time versus the total
number that are homeless during a year will become more clear. Factors to examine
include the seasonality of homelessness and the percentage of homeless people that are
homeless briefly versus those who are homeless for long periods of time.

Figure 8: Trends in Point-In-Time Counts
Trends in Point-in-Time Counts
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Rural Homelessness

Quantifying the extent of rural homelessness in Washington is complicated by the federal
definition of homeless. A fact sheet published by the National Coalition for the
Homeless in June 2008 describes the problem:

Understanding rural homelessness requires a more flexible definition of
homelessness. There are far fewer shelters in rural areas than in urban areas;
therefore, people experiencing homelessness are less likely to live on the street
or in a shelter and more likely to live in a car or camper, or with relatives in
overcrowded or substandard housing. Restricting definitions of homelessness to
include only those who are literally homeless — that is, on the streets or in
shelters -- does not fit well with the rural reality, and also may exclude many rural
communities from accessing federal dollars to address homelessness.

During the point-in-time counts, many smaller counties attempted to count persons
temporarily living with family or friends, commonly known as “doubled-up” or “couch
surfers.” Although this population is not considered “homeless” under the federal
definition, they are considered homeless by the federal Department of Education, and are
eligible for services under state-funded homeless programs. People temporarily living
with family or friends are not included in the 2009 point-in-time count of 22,827.

Homeless Families and Children

The January 2009 point in time count showed a total of 6,462 youths (aged 0-18 years)
identified as homeless. Of these, 5,658 were identified as being in shelters, 593 were
unsheltered and 211 were other unaccompanied youth. Youth that were temporarily
living with friends or relatives are not included in this total.

To understand the extent of childhood homelessness, it is again necessary to go beyond
the point-in-time count. In December 2008, the Department of Commerce released the
Ten-Year Homeless Plan: 2008 Annual Report. This report contained an analysis of
childhood homelessness based on the 2007 point-in-time count and data from the Office
of the Superintendant of Public Instruction (OSPI).

The OSPI homeless data for the 2006-07 school year identified 16,853 homeless children
in Washington’s school system. This total includes 9,494 youths that were “doubled-up,”
meaning those living temporarily with friends or relatives. The total minus those who
were doubled-up was 7,359. Of these, 5,132 were identified as being in shelters, 996
were unsheltered, and 1,231 were identified as being in hotels/motels. For the 2007-08
school year, districts around the state reported 18,670 homeless students, a increase of
more than 10 percent from the previous year. At the time of publication, the numbers of
those doubled-up, sheltered, and non-sheltered were not available.

Comparing the totals between the OSP1 2006-07 school year numbers to the 2007 Point-
in-Time count, the following differences emerge:
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OSPI identified 190 more unsheltered youths

The point-in-time count identified 517 more sheltered youths

Overall OSPI identified 9,848 more homeless youths than the point-in-time count
Not including those counted as doubled-up, OSPI identified 354 more homeless
youths

¢ Not including doubled-up or those in hotels/motels, the point-in-time count
identified 877 more homeless youths.

In addition to children who are already homeless, poor children and families have a
greater risk of experiencing homelessness in the immediate future. According to The
State of Washington's Children 2008-2009: Poverty and the Future of Children and
Families in Washington State,

226,000 children in Washington live in a family with an income below the federal
poverty line — $21,200 for a family of four in 2008. An additional 300,000 children
live in families with incomes between 100 and 200 percent of the federal poverty
line. All told over half a million of Washington’s children — one in three — are living
in families that have difficulty making ends meet on a daily basis.

Poverty in Washington State disproportionately affects young children. According to the
2007 American Community Survey, 18 percent of children between birth and age five
live in poverty, and 14 percent of children between the ages of 6 and 17 years. This
contrasts with 11 percent of those age 18 to 64 years, and 8 percent of those age 65 and
older.

Poverty also disproportionately affects children of color. More than one in three Native
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander and Black/African American children experience poverty (39
percent and 34 percent, respectively). Thirty-two percent of American Indian/Alaskan
Native and 30 percent of Hispanic children live in poverty. The averages for White
children and Asian children are the same, at 10 percent. However, because the White
population is over three-quarters of the state’s population, the numbers of White children
living in poverty are the greatest for any racial group.

A national report, America’s Youngest Qutcasts: State Report Card on Child
Homelessness reveals that Washington ranks 39th in the nation for the number of
homeless children, and 35" for the extent of child homelessness (figures are per capita,
with 1% being the least child homelessness and 50" being the greatest). Out of the
242,000 children living in poverty in Washington, 10 percent are homeless. The Report
Card gives Washington good marks for planning efforts however, noting that the state
developed the Ten Year Homeless Plan in 2006 containing “an extensive focus on

children and families experiencing homelessness.” Washington’s “extensive” planning,
one of only six states to achieve this grade, brings its overall rank to 25" in the country.
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Nature and Extent of Homelessness by Race/Ethnicity

The annual point-in-time count does not capture race and ethnicity, and no other
complete data source is available for Washington. The best sources of information on the
race and ethnicity of homeless persons available was found in data collected by state- and
federally- funded shelter and transitional housing programs.

The Emergency Shelter Assistance Program collects information on the racial and ethnic
breakdown of individuals served by local providers. By comparing the data from fiscal
years 2006 through 2008 with population data from the state Office of Financial
Management, it is possible to determine which racial and ethnic groups are
disproportionately served by emergency shelters.

This data set, while limited, shows that incidences of homelessness are not proportional
to race and ethnicity in Washington. Table 27 compares race and ethnicity of clients
served by emergency shelter programs compared to the state’s population.

While non-Hispanic Whites compose approximately 76 percent of the state’s population,
they comprised 53 percent of the individuals served by the emergency shelters in the two
programs. Asian/Pacific Islander citizens are about 7 percent of the state’s population,
but average only 3 percent of the individuals in emergency shelters.

Table 27: Race and Ethnicity of Homeless Shelter Clients, 2006-2008

Hispanics, American

ESAP Indian/Alaskan Natives, and

clients | African-Americans show the largest
proportionate disparity between
population numbers and emergency

Race and Ethnicity of Clients
Served by Emergency Shelter State
Assistance Program

. . B [)) 0, - - -

American Indian/Alaska Native 2% 5% shelter clients. Hlspamc

Asian/Pacific Islander 7% 3% | individuals are approximately 9

Black/African-American 4% 20% percent _ofWashlngton S
population, but 12 percent of the

Hispanic/Latino 9% 12%

residents of emergency shelters.

White 76% 53% | American Indian/Alaskan Native

persons represent 2 percent of the
population, but total 5 percent of the emergency shelter users. African-Americans
comprise 4 percent of the state’s numbers, but average 20 percent of individuals in
emergency shelters — meaning that there are five times as many African-Americans in
emergency shelters as their population numbers would suggest.
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1.

Priority Homeless Needs

Using the results of the Continuum of Care planning process, identify the
jurisdiction's homeless and homeless prevention priorities specified in Table 1A,
the Homeless and Special Needs Populations Chart. The description of the
jurisdiction's choice of priority needs and allocation priorities must be based on
reliable data meeting HUD standards and should reflect the required consultation
with homeless assistance providers, homeless persons, and other concerned
citizens regarding the needs of homeless families with children and individuals.
The jurisdiction must provide an analysis of how the needs of each category of
residents provided the basis for determining the relative priority of each priority
homeless need category. A separate brief narrative should be directed to
addressing gaps in services and housing for the sheltered and unsheltered
chronic homeless.

A community should give a high priority to chronically homeless persons, where
the jurisdiction identifies sheltered and unsheltered chronic homeless persons in
its Homeless Needs Table - Homeless Populations and Subpopulations.
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HOMELESS AND HOMELESS PREVENTION PRIORITIES

The State of Washington’s Ten-Year Homeless Plan outlines statewide goals and
performance measures necessary to end homelessness, with a minimum goal of reducing
homelessness by 50 percent by July 1, 2015. The plan was created in consultation with
the Interagency Council on Homelessness (ICH), the Affordable Housing Advisory
Board (AHAB), the State Advisory Council on Homelessness (SACH), the Washington
State Coalition for the Homeless (WSCH), and service providers and stakeholders.

The Ten-Year Homeless Plan: 2008 Annual Report outlines the following high-level
strategies to reduce and eliminate homelessness:

e Create the equivalent of 12,000 new beds to house homeless persons. Use private-
market housing to provide at least 35 percent of the new beds. Provide the
majority of new beds through short-term rent assistance to prevent homelessness
or quickly re-house people facing homelessness in permanent housing.

o Improve effectiveness of existing and future investments (as measured by income
increases and homeless recidivism) by implementing best practices; coordinating
housing with education, mental health and chemical dependency treatment, state
and federal benefits, and institutional discharge; and adding services as needed.

e Collect client data to measure outcomes at the project, program, county, and state
levels to verify plan assumptions and measure success.

o Assess people facing homelessness to determine what type of housing and/or

services they need to avoid homelessness and reach their highest level of self-
sufficiency.

How Need Determines Priority

In meeting the goals of the Ten-Year Homeless Plan, the Department of Commerce,
working in consultation with the stakeholders mentioned above, strives to apply an
approach of funding homeless services, housing, and prevention activities that recognizes
that different populations have very different needs. For instance, some individuals and
families may require three days of hotel vouchers following an eviction, but may never
need services or housing again. Other individuals may have both mental illness and a
drug or alcohol addition, and will require a lifetime of housing and services to ensure
they don’t wind up back on the street.
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SERVICES AND HOUSING FOR THE CHRONICALLY HOMELESS

The January 2009 point-in-time count found 2,540 people considered “chronically
homeless” under the HUD definition. Of those 2,540 individuals, 1,627 were sheltered
and 913 were unsheltered.

The chronically homeless are prioritized for housing and services. In addition to the
ethical rationale to assist those who experience the greatest degree of homelessness, there
is also a strong economic case in favor of prioritizing this population. Multiple cost-
benefit studies in recent years, conducted around the country, have concluded that the
social costs of life on the streets range from $35,000 to $150,000 per year, in terms of
emergency room visits, increased risk of incarceration, and dependence on a range of
other public services. In contrast, supportive housing costs generally range between
$13,000 and $25,000 per individual per year, and have been repeatedly shown to reduce
social service expenses.

A recent study examined a project funded by the Department of Commerce in Seattle,
known as 1811 Eastlake. Homeless individuals with severe alcohol problems and
histories of high usage of local crisis services were targeted for housing. Meals, on-site
health care services, and treatment options were also made available. After six months,
the project had already demonstrated significant cost savings, as well as reductions in
alcohol use, for those housed compared to a control group who did not receive housing.
The savings were estimated to average $2,449 per person per month. After 12 months,
the study concluded that the program saved more than $4 million in total costs for the 95
individuals who continued to receive supportive housing.

To reduce and eventually eliminate chronic homelessness, the Department of Commerce
utilizes a strategy of providing subsidized housing, either in a project or scattered-site,
tied to intensive professional services available 24 hours a day to help maintain housing
stability. While services are available, continued housing is not tied to an individual’s
participation in those services.

As of 2008, 3,679 individual beds were available at an annual cost of $53,717,196. Of
those beds, 19 percent were created since 2006. The Department of Commerce estimates
that this is 47 percent of the individual beds needed to address the total need, and that
4,200 more beds would need to be established with ongoing supportive services to meet
the needs of the chronically homeless.
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Homeless Inventory (91.310 (b))

The jurisdiction shall provide a concise summary of the existing facilities and services
(including a brief inventory) that assist homeless persons and families with children
and subpopulations identified in Table 1A. These include outreach and assessment,
emergency shelters and services, transitional housing, permanent supportive
housing, access to permanent housing, and activities to prevent low-income
individuals and families with children (especially extremely low-income) from
becoming homeless. The jurisdiction can use the optional Continuum of Care
Housing Activity Chart and Service Activity Chart to meet this requirement.
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HOMELESS HOUSING INVENTORY

The Washington State Homelessness Housing and Assistance Act of 2005 requires
counties to develop a 10-year plan to reduce homelessness by 50 percent by 2015, and
provides funding for that purpose from a new $10 document recording fee. The law
requires counties to conduct an annual point-in-time count of homeless persons, and
report progress in implementing their plan annually to the Department of Commerce.
The law enabled aggregation of data on homeless housing capacity statewide. Housing
targets for 2015 were then established based on point-in-time counts.

In December 2008, the Department of Commerce released the Ten-Year Homeless Plan:
2008 Annual Report. The report addressed the nature and extent of homelessness in
Washington, drawn on data collected in the January, 2008 point-in-time count, and
contains the most recent estimates of capacity and need for homeless housing.

Table 28: Homeless Housing Inventory and 2015 Target

. Existing 2015 % of
Housing Type Beds Target Target
Beds Beds

Short-Term Housing w/ Minimal Services 2,313 4,000 58%
Short-Term Housing w/ Services & Assessment 4,569 6,000 76%
Transitional Housing and Services 10,875 11,250 97%
Permanent Housing w/ Minimal Services 645 2,895 22%
Permanent Housing w/ Ongoing Services 6,795 10,469 65%
TOTAL BEDS 25,197 34,614 73%

Table 28 is based on information in the report, and illustrates the number of beds
available to homeless individuals and families, the 2015 target and the percent of the
target that has been completed as of 2008.

Housing types can be further separated into individual and family bed. Table 29 (next
page) shows each type of housing, existing capacity, the number of beds targeted for
2015 and the percent of the target that have been completed as of December 2008. A
description of each type is presented in the next section.
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Table 29: Detail on Types of Homeless Housing, Existing and 2015 Target

Percent
Type Existin 2015 Target
yp g & Completed
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5 E 3

"e £ S | Family beds 1,395 2,400 58%
52 &

Rl 2]
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w v Total 4,569 6,000 76%
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g % = > | Family beds 2,120 2,590 82%
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o 00w
a T Total 6,795 10,469 65%

98 2010-2014 Strategic Plan



SECTION 3: HOMELESS

Homeless Strategic Plan (91.315 (d))

1. Homelessness— Describe the jurisdiction's strategy for developing a system to
address homelessness and the priority needs of homeless persons and families
(including the subpopulations identified in the needs section). The jurisdiction's
strategy must consider the housing and supportive services needed in each stage
of the process which includes preventing homelessness, outreach/assessment,
emergency shelters and services, transitional housing, and helping homeless
persons (especially any persons that are chronically homeless) make the
transition to permanent housing and independent living. The jurisdiction must
also describe its strategy for helping extremely low- and low-income individuals
and families who are at imminent risk of becoming homeless.

2. Chronic homelessness—Describe the jurisdiction’s strategy for eliminating chronic
homelessness by 2012. This should include the strategy for helping homeless
persons make the transition to permanent housing and independent living. This
strategy should, to the maximum extent feasible, be coordinated with the
strategy presented Exhibit 1 of the Continuum of Care (CoC) application and any
other strategy or plan to eliminate chronic homelessness. Also describe, in a
narrative, relationships and efforts to coordinate the Conplan, CoC, and any other
strategy or plan to address chronic homelessness.

3. Homelessness Prevention—Describe the jurisdiction’s strategy to help prevent
homelessness for individuals and families with children who are at imminent risk
of becoming homeless.

4. Institutional Structure—Briefly describe the institutional structure, including
private industry, nonprofit organizations, and public institutions, through which
the jurisdiction will carry out its homelessness strategy.

5. Discharge Coordination Policy—Every jurisdiction receiving McKinney-Vento
Homeless Assistance Act Emergency Shelter Grant (ESG), Supportive Housing,
Shelter Plus Care, or Section 8 SRO Program funds must develop and implement
a Discharge Coordination Policy, to the maximum extent practicable. Such a
policy should include “policies and protocols for the discharge of persons from
publicly funded institutions or systems of care (such as health care facilities,
foster care or other youth facilities, or correction programs and institutions) in
order to prevent such discharge from immediately resulting in homelessness for
such persons.” The jurisdiction should describe its planned activities to
implement a cohesive, community-wide Discharge Coordination Policy, and how
the community will move toward such a policy.
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HOMELESSNESS STRATEGY AND PRIORITIES

Washington’s Plan to Address and Prevent Homelessness

The 2005 Washington Legislature passed the Homeless Housing and Assistance Act to
establish a statewide homeless housing program with the goal of reducing homelessness
in Washington by 50 percent within the next 10 years. The Act tasks the Department of
Commerce and participating local governments with creating and implementing ten year
plans to achieve this goal, and to conduct an annual point-in-time count of homeless
persons. The Act instituted a $38 document recording fee on preliminary real estate
transactions, which generates over $31 million split between the state and county
governments to fund activities to end homelessness.

All but one of the 39 counties in Washington have developed a ten year plan to address
both short- and long-term housing solutions for the homeless. As needed, each plan
must adopt guidelines for establishing emergency shelters, temporary encampments, and
supportive housing.

The Ten-Year Homeless Plan: 2008 Annual Report details strategies that are both in use
now and should be expanded to address homelessness by identified needs categories,
through housing and supportive services. These strategies correspond with the beds
listed in Table 29. The following excerpt is taken from the Report:

Short-Term Housing Assistance with Minimal Services

Thirty-one percent/28,000 people per year—for people who, due to a short-term
problem (family break-up, job loss, illness/injury), need up to six months of
housing assistance to remain housed or enter new housing. They do not have
serious and persistent income, illness, or mental health issues.

Short-Term Assistance, Services and Assessment

Forty-seven percent/42,000 people per year — for people who need up to six-
months of subsidized housing connected to case management and assessment
to address family break-up, mental health, education, and substance abuse
problems amenable to short-term interventions. Ongoing assessment may
identify more significant problems that require referral to longer-term housing and
services.

Transitional Subsidized Housing and Services

Thirteen percent/10,000 people per year — for people with significant treatment,
education, and life skills needs that need up to four years of subsidized housing
and case management to achieve self-sufficiency.

Permanent Subsidized Housing with Minimal Services

Three percent/2,000 more people than are being served today per year — for
people who need subsidized housing for the foreseeable future because
persistent physical, mental health or other problems prevent them from earning
enough income to buy market-rate housing. They may require short-term
treatment, respite care, and brief case-management to stay stably housed.
Education and treatment may help some earn additional income to reduce their
dependency on housing subsidies.
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Permanent Subsidized Housing with Ongoing Services

Six percent/5,000 more people than are being served today per year — for people
with severe and persistent mental health illnesses or other disabilities that require
subsidized housing and ongoing case management for the foreseeable future to
stay housed. Education and treatment may help some earn additional income to
reduce their dependency on housing subsidies. Often needs to be

connected to outreach staff that over time can build the trust required to bring
them into housing.

CHRONIC HOMELESSNESS

The January 2009 point-in-time count found 2,540 people considered “chronically
homeless” under the HUD definition. HUD defines chronically homeless persons as
unaccompanied homeless individuals with a disabling condition that have either been
continuously homeless for a year or more, or have had at least four episodes of
homelessness in the past three years. Of those 2,540 individuals, 1,627 were sheltered
and 913 were unsheltered.

To reduce and eventually eliminate chronic homelessness, the Department of Commerce
utilizes a strategy of providing subsidized housing, either in a project or scattered-site,
tied to intensive professional services available 24 hours a day to help maintain housing
stability. While services are available, continued housing is not tied to an individual’s
participation in those services.

As of 2008, 3,679 individual beds were available at an annual cost of $54 million. Of
those beds, 19 percent were created since 2006. The Department of Commerce estimates
that this is 47 percent of the individual beds needed, and that 4,200 more beds would
need to be established with ongoing supportive services to meet the needs of the
chronically homeless.

The Department of Commerce’s Ten-Year Homeless Plan is the primary planning
document from which all other homeless plans are drawn. Each county in Washington is
statutorily required to have a county ten year plan, and those plans must be consistent
with the state plan. Each county plan must include a description of how the housing
needs of the chronically homeless will be addressed.

PREVENTION

Homeless prevention activities are provided by the Department of Commerce’s
Emergency Shelter and Homeless Prevention program, supported by state and federal
funds. Funding is passed through to eligible grantees who provide emergency shelter,
homeless prevention, and case management to individuals and families who are homeless
or at risk of becoming homeless. One of the key performance measures is the extent to
which a program is able to keep individuals and families most at risk of becoming
homeless in current housing through emergency rental assistance.
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Grant funds can be used for up to 180 days of combined shelter and prevention services
for an individual or family. While no more than half of those days may be used for
housing at an emergency shelter, the full 180 days may be used for prevention-only
services. Prevention can be any combination of initial rent costs, such as first and last
months’ rent and security or utility deposits, as long as the total amount does not equal
more than 90 days of rent.

Costs allowed under shelter operations include short-term hotel/motel vouchers and
associated staff salary and benefits for case managers and support staff members who are
assisting individuals and families in the shelter or working with clients who have
received a motel/hotel voucher.

Further homeless prevention activities may include rent or mortgage subsidies to prevent
eviction for individuals or families who have received eviction or foreclosure notices.
The assistance must be necessary to avoid eviction or foreclosure, and there must be a
reasonable prospect that the individual or family receiving homelessness prevention
assistance will be able to resume payments within a reasonable period of time. The
assistance can include:

e First and/or last month's rent, rent, security deposits, and screening fees.

e Mediation program for landlord tenant disputes and legal services.

e Utility payments for individuals or families who have received a termination
of service notice, to avoid shutoff of utilities. (Other utility assistance
programs should be accessed first, such as Washington State’s Low-Income
Home Energy Assistance Program www.liheapwa.org.) Utility payments
must be made directly to utility companies on the client’s behalf.

e Other costs as approved by the Department of Commerce.

INSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURE

At the state level, developing and implementing strategies to end homelessness and
provide affordable housing is largely coordinated by the Department of Commerce. The
Housing Division of the Department of Commerce manages the Housing Trust Fund, a
state capital fund dedicated to the provision of low-income and special needs housing.
The Housing Division administers programs that provide emergency, transitional, and
permanent housing for homeless persons. The Department of Commerce does not
provide housing and services directly, but instead contracts with local providers and
provides oversight and management of their housing activities.

The Affordable Housing Advisory Board (AHAB) advises the Department of Commerce
on housing and housing-related issues. AHAB has 22 members representing a variety of
interests related to the provision of affordable housing. Nineteen are appointed by the
Governor for four-year terms. The Department of Commerce and AHAB are required to
prepare and update a five-year housing advisory plan. The purpose of the plan is to

102 2010-2014 Strategic Plan


http://www.liheapwa.org/

SECTION 3: HOMELESS

document the need for affordable housing in the state, examine the extent to which that
need is met through public and private sector programs, facilitate planning to meet state
affordable housing needs, and enable the development of strategies and programs for
affordable housing and homelessness.

Coordination with other state agencies occurs directly through the Interagency Council
on Homelessness (ICH), established in 2006. The council works to create greater levels
of interagency coordination and to coordinate state agency efforts with the efforts of state
and local entities addressing homelessness. The council is comprised of policy level
representatives of the Department of Commerce, the Department of Corrections, the
Department of Social and Health Services, the Department of Veterans Affairs, the
Department of Health and the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction.

The Interagency Council on Homelessness works to:

e Align homeless-related housing and supportive service policies among state
agencies;

¢ Identify ways in which providing housing with appropriate services can contribute
to cost savings for state agencies;

e |dentify policies and actions that may contribute to homelessness or interfere with
its reduction;

e Review and improve strategies for discharge from state institutions that contribute
to homelessness;

e Recommend policies to either improve practices or align resources, or both,
including those policies requested by the Affordable Housing Advisory Board or
through state and local housing plans; and

e Ensure that the housing status of people served by state programs is collected in
consistent formats available for analysis.

DI1SCHARGE COORDINATION

The Department of Commerce works with other agencies to coordinate policies and
protocols for the discharge of persons from state institutions or systems of care in order to
prevent those persons from exiting to homelessness. The state receives McKinney-Vento
Homeless Assistance Act funds which are passed through to the Balance of State
Continuum of Care. The Balance of State Continuum of Care contains 33 counties that
are largely rural. Six urban counties — King, Pierce, Snohomish, Spokane, Yakima and
Clark — maintain their own continua of care.

The Washington State Departments of Social and Health Services (DSHS) and the
Corrections (DOC) are two of the major state agencies that discharge or release people
from systems of care/incarceration. Both have policies and programs in place that intend
to prevent clients from exiting into homelessness. Counties within the Balance of State
Continuum have also implemented such policies to varying degrees. The following
sections describe the state’s effort to move towards community-wide discharge
coordination processes for three groups at risk of homelessness.
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Foster Care Discharge

Under a state law passed in 2009, adolescents previously leaving foster care at age 18 can
remain in foster care until they are 21 and are provided assistance through the DSHS to
prevent their falling into homelessness. Housing assistance in the form of rent, deposits
and assistance with utility bills are available as well as an array of education and
employment services. Local providers assist with specific services under contract with
the DSHS. The detailed implementation procedures that are part of each contract
“institutionalize” the protocol for the program. Additionally, in 2007 the state
Legislature passed a bill to establish the Independent Youth Housing Program that
provides additional housing subsidies for youth aging out of foster care up to age 23.
These programs are critical to stabilizing the lives of youth leaving the foster care system
so that they can attain independence and self-sufficiency.

Health/Mental Health Care Discharge

Several county continua have health care discharge protocols in place with local
hospitals, treatment clinics and other mental health facilities. Agreements are in place
with the intent of preventing the release of persons from the courts/substance abuse
treatment process to the community so that they are neither released to the streets nor
routinely placed in a HUD McKinney-Vento project. Additionally, while in the mental
health system county continuum staff will evaluate a homeless person’s need for services
and housing; upon release they will contact the local Housing Resource Center to refer
clients in need of housing and non-mental health services. While these discharge
protocols are not present in all 33 counties within the Balance of State Continuum, the
state’s Interagency Council on Homelessness is exploring ways in which more counties
can establish Housing Resource Centers so that assessments and referrals can be better
coordinated.

Corrections Discharge

Under a new law passed in May of 2009, the Department of Corrections may provide
rental vouchers to an offender for a period up to three months, if rental assistance will
enable the offender to have an approved release plan. While the law in Washington
mandates that the DOC approve release addresses for only a portion of those housed in
the state’s prison system, these new resources enable those released to the community to
have a location to call home, receive mail, store belongings and get ready to start the day.
Since the offenders are involved in the criminal justice system, this allows the DOC and
law enforcement to have a location to conduct visits and for some offenders to register so
the community is aware of the location. This helps to address the community safety
issues that many in the local area are concerned about. In other parts of the Balance of
State Continuum, some counties have implemented signed memoranda of understanding
with the local jail. Specialists work in concert to provide a range of assessments and
services including housing. The state’s Interagency Council on Homelessness is always
looking at ways to strengthen the partnerships between the state agencies, local law
enforcement, and county continuum staff so that discharge planning can be better
coordinated across the Balance of State Continuum.
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Emergency Shelter Grants (ESG)

Describe the process for awarding grants to State recipients, and a description of
how the allocation will be made available to units of local government.
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PROCESS FOR AWARDING EMERGENCY SHELTER GRANTS

Emergency Shelter Grants (ESG) program funds provide operating support, prevention
and essential services for emergency shelters. Units of local government in which
proposed activities are to be located must certify that they approve the application and the
proposed eligible activities.

Emergency Shelter Grants are distributed by formula. Eligible areas are all cities and
counties in Washington that do not receive an ESG allocation directly from HUD. This
excludes the cities of Seattle, Tacoma, Spokane, and Snohomish, King and Pierce
counties, (except for the cities of Auburn, Bellevue, Everett, Federal Way, Kent,
Lakewood, Renton, and Shoreline, which are included).

Eligible applicant organizations are nonprofit organizations and units of local
government. In order to streamline the administration of ESG funds with other state
funds used for emergency shelter and prevention, the Department of Commerce
selectively chooses which eligible counties to award funds to each fiscal year.

Recaptured Funds
The Department of Commerce makes any recaptured amounts available to state ESG-
eligible areas as soon as possible after funds have been returned. There are two criteria
for the distribution of recaptured funds:
e The extent to which the applicant demonstrates an immediate and critical need for
assistance in serving the homeless.
e The extent to which the applicant can demonstrate the ability to use the funds

promptly.

Application Requirements
All applicants must have a Continuum of Care plan or a county 10-year plan to end
homelessness in place or have started to develop a plan in order to receive ESG funds.
Each applicant will need to submit an application that describes the types of activities that
will be undertaken. Each application will need to contain the following information:

e A clear statement of need for the use of allocated funds.

¢ An explanation of how proposed activities are consistent with the Continuum of

Care plan or county 10-year plan to end homelessness.
e A clear description of activities, a cost-effective budget and a schedule.

The Department of Commerce can reduce or redistribute a county’s allocation if
insufficient information is provided in the application, ineligible activities are proposed,
or if the lead agency contractor lacks a demonstrated capacity to administer the ESG
contract.

Grant Awards

The Department of Commerce will award grants to approved applicant organizations
within 65 days of HUD’s approval of Washington State’s application. Eligible applicant
organizations are nonprofit organizations or local governments serving as an ESG lead
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agency contractor for the county. As the lead agency, the contractor will pass funds
through to participating agencies in the county to provide eligible housing and homeless
services. Participating agencies must be nonprofit organizations or local governments.

For more information, please see the ESG section of the 2010 Action Plan.
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SECTION 4: NON-HOMELESS SPECIAL NEEDS

Non-Homeless Special Needs
Housing Opportunities for People with AIDS
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Non-homeless Special Needs Analysis (including HOPWA)
(91.305 (d) and 91.310 (c))

1. Estimate, to the extent practicable, the number of persons in various
subpopulations that are not homeless but may require housing or supportive
services, including the elderly, frail elderly, persons with disabilities (mental,
physical, developmental, persons with HIV/AIDS and their families), persons with
alcohol or other drug addiction, victims of domestic violence, and any other
categories the jurisdiction may specify and describe their supportive housing
needs. The jurisdiction can use the Non-Homeless Special Needs Table (formerly

Table 1B) of their Consolidated Plan to help identify these needs.
*Note: HOPWA recipients must identify the size and characteristics of the population with HIV/AIDS
and their families that will be served in the metropolitan area.

2. Identify the priority housing and supportive service needs of persons who are not
homeless but may or may not require supportive housing, i.e., elderly, frail
elderly, persons with disabilities (mental, physical, developmental, persons with
HIV/AIDS and their families), persons with alcohol or other drug addiction by
using the Non-homeless Special Needs Table.

3. Describe the basis for assigning the priority given to each category of priority
needs.

4. Identify any obstacles to meeting underserved needs.

5. To the extent information is available, describe the facilities and services that
assist persons who are not homeless but require supportive housing, and
programs for ensuring that persons returning from mental and physical health
institutions receive appropriate supportive housing.

6. If the jurisdiction plans to use HOME or other tenant based rental assistance to
assist one or more of these subpopulations, it must justify the need for such
assistance in the plan.

7. Describe the priorities and specific objectives the jurisdiction hopes to achieve
over a specified time period.

8. Describe how Federal, State, and local public and private sector resources that

are reasonably expected to be available will be used to address identified needs
for the period covered by the strategic plan.
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PRIORITY HOUSING AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICE NEEDS

Elderly and Frail Elderly

In 2006, the Housing Finance Commission partnered with the Washington Center for
Real Estate Research at Washington State University to produce a report called Housing
Washington'’s Seniors — A Profile. The goal of this analysis was to present a profile of
current housing occupied by older persons and to assess future demand for senior housing
in Washington State.

The report identified a current level of 145,212 housing units (or beds) in facilities
catering to Washington’s older population, of which 38 percent are set aside for seniors
with low to moderate incomes and limited assets. The report also found that seniors
between the ages of 65 and 74 who rent their home spend an average of 36.3 percent of
income on rent, meaning that many are cost burdened.

Looking forward, the report projected increases in housing cost burden for low-income
seniors and identified several trends that raise concerns about the adequacy of housing for
elderly people over the next 10 years. These include:

e Small, rural counties tend to have increasing proportions of seniors as young
people migrate to jobs in urban areas while parents and grandparents age in place.
As these trends continue, a smaller number of local residents will shoulder the
burden of caring for their aging neighbors.

e Data indicated that one-third of seniors reported having one or more disability.
By the time seniors reached the age of 85, that number grew to seventy percent,
with nearly half experiencing physical limitations and many having a great deal of
difficulty leaving their residence. As the number of people in this age range
grows, the number of seniors that need disability services will also increase.

e Older Washingtonians face increasing housing and medical expenses, yet
have incomes which have lagged behind. This trend will continue as
additional supportive services and prescription medications are needed to
support longer life expectancies.

e As persons from different ethnic backgrounds age, linguistic isolation may
become a greater problem. There is a need for caregivers that speak other
languages — based on 2000 Census data, over 18,000 Washington seniors
indicated they had limited English abilities.

e There is shifting from home ownership to rental status as people age.
Among seniors who rent their housing in facilities which do not provide
any meals, the average proportion of income devoted to rent is above 30
percent in each geographic area studied and for the state as a whole.
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e An increase in the number of “frail elderly” is expected due to the
combination of the aging of the baby boom generation and increasing
longevity due to improved medical technology. In the next 20 years a new
wave of construction of nursing homes will be necessary.

e Public financing, through bonds and tax credits, will need to play a
significant role in ensuring adequate facilities are available and affordable
when they are needed.

Persons with Disabilities

Developmental Disabilities

The Washington State Department of Social and Health Services (DSHS) provides
services to over 39,000 persons with developmental disabilities. In January 2009, DSHS
published the Strategic Plan for Housing Needs Assessment & Trust Fund Utilization for
People with Developmental Disabilities.

The plan evaluated community-based affordable housing needs for people with
developmental disabilities, and outlined goals of collaborating with special needs housing
developers and ensuring adequate resources are being leveraged to maximize Housing
Trust Fund funding efficiencies.

The plan found that only 5.5 percent of persons enrolled for developmental disability
services lived in units funded through the Housing Trust Fund, and identified current
requests for 590 additional units of housing from Supported Living providers. The plan
identified an additional 3,405 individuals who do not receive Supported Living services,
but would likely qualify for, and benefit from, subsidized affordable housing.

Because the vast majority of the individuals with developmental disabilities depend on
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) as their primary source of income, nearly all live
below 30 percent of the median income. Even persons receiving employment services
through DSHS have very limited incomes, on average working less than 20 hours per
month and earning an average monthly income of just $622.

One difficulty in funding affordable housing for persons with developmental disabilities is
the need for community integration. Housing projects are expected to be consistent with
requirements for Certified Residential Programs, housing no more than four clients per
home. As stated in the plan,

Segregation, isolation, and poverty are unacceptable. Programs can no longer be
designed exclusively for people with developmental disabilities. Our challenge is
to use funds in ways that stop setting people aside and instead place them in the
mainstream of the community. Thoughtful and creative planning will be required
to assure the role of housing services is to support the inclusion of people with
disabilities into their communities.
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The DSHS plan includes expectations that the Housing Trust Fund will:

Not require builders to go through the general housing rounds,
o Strategically offer builders funding if they will build in the areas where [DSHS] has
illustrated a need and
e Include [DSHS] in the review of builder’s proposal.

Mental Health Disabilities

The Washington State Department of Social and Health Services (DSHS) provides
services to over 125,000 persons with mental health disabilities. In 2007, DSHS
partnered with two nonprofit organizations, Common Ground and Building Changes, to
produce the Mental Health Housing Action Plan for Washington.

The plan estimated that 8,100 individuals with mental health illness, including 7.7
percent of adult out-patients already served through the public mental health system,
were homeless at some point during the previous year. The plan estimated that at least
5,000 additional units of permanent supportive housing are needed statewide.

The following data points provided the basis for estimating the number of people with
mental illnesses that lack stable housing:

e DSHS Mental Health Division indicator data from 2004 estimated that 91,000
people were served by outpatient or crisis services, of which 5,900 were
homeless.

e The point in time count conducted in 2006 counted 3,122 people with mental
illnesses who were homeless.

Based on this data, the plan estimated the number of units needed for people with mental
ilinesses in several different ways:

e Looking at Regional Service Network estimates of need and extrapolating the
4,360 from the six surveyed RSNs results in an estimated statewide need of 5,800
units.

e Assuming one additional unit of housing for every two individuals who have a
mental illness and have experienced an episode of homelessness, if there are
approximately 8,000 people served in the mental health system who have an
episode of homelessness annually, there is a need for an additional 4,000 units.

e Assuming King County represents about one-third of the state’s mental health
consumers and the county estimates a need for at least an additional 1,250 units,
extrapolating that figure statewide results in a figure of 3,750 units.

Combining these numbers resulted in a range of 3,750 to 5,800 units needed. The plan
selected a number near the higher end since all data sources suggested that need was
under-reported, and cautioned that the figure is a rough estimate that is likely to increase
over time as data collection improves and the state population grows.
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Physical Disabilities

According to a recent Census Bureau report, approximately 28 percent of 25-to-64-year-
olds with severe physical disabilities fall far below the federal poverty line — nearly four
times the rate for people of the same age who are not disabled. The Census Bureau
identified people as severely disabled if they have difficulty in performing functional
tasks or daily living activities. The population of severely disabled individuals has grown
in the last two decades due to the aging of the overall population, and the increase of
some lifestyle-related diseases such as Type 2 diabetes.

Many physically disabled people depend at least in part upon the government's basic
welfare program, Supplemental Security Income (SSI), to meet their basic living needs.
SSl is provides financial support for people with significant and long-term disabilities
who have no other means of support. In 2006, an estimated 4 million people nationwide
between the ages of 18-64 relied on SSI to cover their living expenses.

Washington State is one of 21 states which supplement the federal SSI payment with a
state-funded monthly reimbursement. In 2008, this amount was $46, which was added to
the federal SSI amount of $668. 77,872 Washington adults between the ages of 18 and
64 received SSI benefits that year, according to the report Priced Out in 2008 published
by the Technical Assistance Collaborative and the Consortium for Citizens with
Disabilities Housing Task Force.

Priced Out concludes that an individual with SSI as their sole means of support would
need to spend 102.9 percent of their monthly income to afford to rent a one-bedroom
unit, or 89.9 percent of their income on a studio rental unit, using housing market data.
As a result, many individuals with disabilities are forced into substandard living
arrangements, or must rely on their families to continue housing into adulthood.

Persons with Alcohol or Drug Addiction

The Department of Social and Health Services estimate that over 500,000
Washingtonians are in need of substance abuse treatment. Of persons entering treatment,
nearly 15 percent self-reported a need for housing, meaning up to 75,000 persons with
drug or alcohol addiction have unmet housing needs.

State and national studies demonstrate the concurrence of alcohol or drug addiction with
homelessness, particularly chronic homelessness. The 2009 point-in-time count found
that over 2,500 homeless persons, 11.3 percent, identified themselves as having substance
abuse issues. A DSHS report indicated that 13 percent of those treated for addiction to
any substance in 2007, and 20 percent of those treated for heroin addiction, were
homeless. Substance addiction also frequently occurs in people with mental health
disorders, a condition known as co-occurrence. Co-occurrence increases the risk of
homelessness; 17 percent of persons with co-occurring substance and mental health
issues were homeless, 31 percent more than all persons with substance abuse issues.
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Supportive housing for persons with substance abuse improves treatment outcomes for
clients, and may reduce social service costs paid by the state. As noted in the Priority
Homeless Needs section, a recent study examined a supportive housing project in
Washington and estimated savings to average $2,449 per person per month. After twelve
months, the study concluded that the program saved more than $4 million in total costs
for the 95 individuals who continued to receive supportive housing.

Victims of Domestic Violence

The Washington State Coalition Against Domestic Violence is a nonprofit organization
providing training and technical assistance to advocates and information to policymakers,
the media and others concerned about domestic violence. Data compiled by the coalition
show that police departments in Washington responded to 49,980 domestic violence calls
in 2006. During that year, domestic violence programs served over 19,000 persons
through support groups, help obtaining protection orders, legal advocacy, shelter and
individual counseling. A total of 6,147 domestic violence victims and their children were
provided emergency shelter.

Data from the coalition suggest that there is substantial unmet need for shelter for
domestic violence victims. During fiscal year 2006, domestic violence programs turned
down over 36,000 requests for shelter from individuals for whom there was no space
available, individuals seeking shelter who were not victims of domestic violence, or
individuals who had certain needs the shelter could not accommodate. Though that
figure could include duplicate requests from individual victims who sought shelter from
multiple programs, it shows the extent of unmet need.

A partial census of Washington domestic violence shelters found 237 unmet requests for
emergency shelter or transitional housing services on a single day in 2008. Extrapolating
that figure to the rest of the state suggests that up to 340 victims of domestic violence had
unmet need for housing that night.

In addition to unmet emergency shelter needs, many victims of domestic violence need
assistance with housing after exiting a shelter. A recent study of shelters in Washington
found that 76 percent of victims leaving the shelter identified housing as an ongoing
need.

While domestic violence occurs in households at all income levels, studies have shown it
to be more prevalent for those in poverty. Lack of financial resources is one of the most
commonly given reasons domestic violence victims stay with or return to an abusive
partner. To successfully escape domestic violence, victims often need support beyond
housing, including counseling, child care, job training, financial assistance and
transportation.
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Other Persons with Special Needs

Former prisoners re-entering society compose a distinct category of persons with special
affordable housing needs. Over 10 percent of those coming in and out of prison or jail
are homeless in the months before or after their incarceration. Housing for this
population has been repeatedly shown to reduce recidivism. However, many ex-
offenders are excluded from public housing due to federal policies disallowing those
convicted of certain crimes from living in HUD-subsidized housing. In addition, only a
small fraction of inmates are served by existing half-way houses.

Housing designed to serve former prisoners who would otherwise be homeless, either in
developments or scattered-site, faces obstacles of zoning restrictions, community concern
about property values and safety, and the challenges of finding suitable developers or
agency partners. When public housing is no longer an option and half-way houses only
meet a minority of the need, many released offenders are in need of some type of special
population housing. A report from the Re-Entry Policy Council notes,

Only a handful of supportive housing programs nationally are targeted
specifically towards people leaving incarceration, and of these, only a few receive
funding from correctional agencies. Despite their limited supply, these types of
housing programs present extremely promising ways to improve the odds of
successful reintegration.

In 2009, the Washington legislature approved a voucher program that allows the
Department of Corrections (DOC) to pay rent for prisoners who have earned early
release, but who are being held because they have no place to live. By paying rent
directly to an ex-offender’s landlord for up to three months, the state is able to save
significantly compared to the costs of keeping that individual incarcerated.
Approximately 700 prisoners are expected to be served during the first two years of the
program, and savings to the DOC are estimated to be $1.5 million.

BASIS FOR ASSIGNING PRIORITY

In addition to review of the data above and in the Housing Need and Housing Market
Analysis sections, statewide housing priorities were determined based on a survey of
affordable housing stakeholders, a review of studies, reports and plans related to housing,
and public participation through letters and at the public hearing.

Please see the Priority Housing Needs section for additional discussion of the basis for
assigning priority housing needs, including those of special needs populations.
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OBSTACLES TO MEETING SPECIAL NEEDS

In addition to the obstacles to meeting affordable housing needs generally, discussed in
the Priority Housing Needs section, three additional obstacles to meeting special housing
needs were identified: lack of coordination, lack of available funding for supportive
services, and resistance in some communities to siting supportive housing.

Coordination

The need for better coordination among the state agencies that play a role in housing
persons with special needs has been identified as an ongoing issue. The Department of
Commerce and other state agencies agree that agencies must work together to improve
access to affordable housing for persons with special needs.

The Department of Commerce invited other agencies to participate in identifying
priorities and strategies for providing affordable housing to persons with special needs
during the development of this Consolidated Plan, and will continue to involve them in
future planning efforts. In addition, recent efforts have been made to increase
coordination of services for persons with special needs, particularly to prevent
homelessness for persons discharged from state institutions or care.

Significant progress has been made to coordinate Housing Trust Fund assistance with
supportive housing needs. As noted in the Affordable Housing Advisory Board’s 2009
Annual Progress Report, a Supportive Housing Institute was held with state and local
partners to increase capacity to implement supportive housing projects.

The Department of Commerce and the Department of Social and Health Services also
coordinate by working to match Homeless Management Information System data against
DSHS records in order to understand the relationships between the homeless and larger
social service systems.

Funding Supportive Services

Supportive services (including case-management, health services, addiction counseling,
employment services, legal services, etc.) are needed by chronically homeless persons,
victims of domestic violence, youth exiting the foster care system, ex-offenders and other
in order to allow them to remain in housing over the long term. Persons with severe
disabilities also need ongoing supportive services, both related to day-to-day living and to
ensure that they are able to obtain decent housing.

Because of the need for services for people with special needs, funding supportive
housing is expensive. The Department of Commerce is committed to continuing
partnerships, supporting construction of special needs housing and providing services as
eligible uses through the CDBG program, when prioritized by local jurisdictions.

Community Resistance
One obstacle to special need housing is community resistance, based on real or perceived
concerns about the impact of such housing in a neighborhood. The term NIMBY, for
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“Not In My Back Yard,” refers to this resistance. Some of the general concerns
neighbors may have are that a housing project will bring crime into the area, become an
eyesore, lower property values or will give something to people who “haven’t earned it.”

Multiple studies refute these concerns, showing that there is no correlation between
special needs housing and higher crime rates or lower property values. Evidence
suggests that stable rents leads to tenants moving less often, and that compact, well-
designed housing can result in more efficient use of public services and infrastructure.
Affordable housing tenants also, on average, own fewer cars and drive less compared to
their neighbors. One study, Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Housing Developments and
Property Values from the University of Wisconsin, found that low-income housing
developments often cause surrounding property values to increase. It also noted that past
research has generally found that such developments have a more positive impact in
higher income areas.

PRIORITIES, OBJECTIVES AND AVAILABLE RESOURCES

Housings for persons with special needs is a priority for funding in the 2010-2014
Consolidated Plan, as described in the Priority Housing Needs section. HOME Tenant
Based Rental Assistance may be used for special needs housing if prioritized by an
applicant and appropriate to serve the needs of the population in the jurisdiction. In
addition, the HOME General Purpose fund will continue to fund special needs projects.
Though no specific special needs housing targets are set, the HOME program has
historically funded projects for people with special needs (such as severe mental illness,
chemical dependency, physical disabilities and victims of domestic violence).

Please see the Specific Housing Objectives section for detail on estimated outcomes and
available resources over the next five years.
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Housing Opportunities for People with AIDS (HOPWA)

1. The Plan includes a description of the activities to be undertaken with its HOPWA
Program funds to address priority unmet housing needs for the eligible
population. Activities will assist persons who are not homeless but require
supportive housing, such as efforts to prevent low-income individuals and
families from becoming homeless and may address the housing needs of persons
who are homeless in order to help homeless persons make the transition to
permanent housing and independent living. The plan would identify any
obstacles to meeting underserved needs and summarize the priorities and
specific objectives, describing how funds made available will be used to address
identified needs.

2. The Plan must establish annual HOPWA output goals for the planned number of
households to be assisted during the year in: (1) short-term rent, mortgage and
utility payments to avoid homelessness; (2) rental assistance programs; and (3)
in housing facilities, such as community residences and SRO dwellings, where
funds are used to develop and/or operate these facilities. The plan can also
describe the special features or needs being addressed, such as support for
persons who are homeless or chronically homeless. These outputs are to be
used in connection with an assessment of client outcomes for achieving housing
stability, reduced risks of homelessness and improved access to care.

3. For housing facility projects being developed, a target date for the completion of
each development activity must be included and information on the continued
use of these units for the eligible population based on their stewardship
requirements (e.g. within the ten-year use periods for projects involving
acquisition, new construction or substantial rehabilitation).

4. The Plan includes an explanation of how the funds will be allocated including a
description of the geographic area in which assistance will be directed and the
rationale for these geographic allocations and priorities. Include the name of
each project sponsor, the zip code for the primary area(s) of planned activities,
amounts committed to that sponsor, and whether the sponsor is a faith-based
and/or grassroots organization.

5. The Plan describes the role of the lead jurisdiction in the eligible metropolitan
statistical area (EMSA), involving (a) consultation to develop a metropolitan-wide
strategy for addressing the needs of persons with HIV/AIDS and their families
living throughout the EMSA with the other jurisdictions within the EMSA; (b) the
standards and procedures to be used to monitor HOPWA Program activities in
order to ensure compliance by project sponsors of the requirements of the
program.

6. The Plan includes the certifications relevant to the HOPWA Program.
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ACTIVITIES TO BE UNDERTAKEN WITH HOPWA FUNDS

Housing Opportunities for Persons with Aids (HOPWA) is a federally funded program
providing housing assistance and supportive services for low-income people with
HIV/AIDS and related diseases, and their families. People with AIDS and other HIV-
related illnesses often face challenges in meeting personal, medical and housing costs
during their illness. The Department of Commerce does not provide direct housing
support or services to individuals or families, rather the department administers funding
to local providers within the state of Washington, who in turn provide services to
individuals and families.

HOPWA funds can be used for an array of housing, tenant-based rental assistance,
supportive services, short-term payments to prevent homelessness, housing placement
services, costs for the operation and maintenance of facilities, community residences’
mortgage and utility assistance, and program planning and development costs. Activities
can include the acquisition, rehabilitation or new construction of community residences
and single-room occupancy (SRO) units. Noted results included improvement of mental
health status, strengthening of social and health relationships, and reduction in homeless
episodes.

The program is funded by the Department of Housing and Urban Development and is
governed by the provisions of the AIDS Housing Opportunity Act (42 USC Sections
12901 to 12912) and the Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA)
Program rule (24 CFR Part 574 as amended).

Services are delivered through nonprofit organizations in each of five regional AIDS
Service Networks in the state, known as AIDSNETs. The AIDSNETS, in cooperation
with local health departments/districts and community organizations within the regions
provide the following:

e Together with the affected community, develop plans for HIV prevention and care
services;

e Provide HIV counseling, testing and partner notification services;

e Conduct disease control activities as required by law;

e Offer HIV prevention education and other interventions, such as needle-exchange
programs, especially for those at highest risk of disease; and

e Provide case management services.

While HOPWA funds are distributed by AIDSNET region, the AIDSNET coordinators
are not involved in the administration of funds, although they are aware of the program.
Instead, a sponsor with experience in housing is chosen in each region to administer the
funds. The AIDSNET coordinators are aware of the HOPWA program in their region.
They have received information on the program funding allocation process along with
information about the lead agency and activities in their region.
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OBSTACLES TO MEETING UNDERSERVED NEEDS

Obstacles to providing housing for individuals eligible for HOPWA include problems
with a client’s rental or credit history, and a lack of affordable housing in the area. A
great many of the population served by HOPWA have criminal histories, multiple
diagnoses, and poor credit and/or rental history. In addition, affordable housing has
continued to become less and less available in Washington and across the country. Table
30 shows the unmet need for housing for people with HIV/AIDS and related illnesses in
2008:

Table 30: Unmet Need for Housing for People with HIV/AIDS Even when housing

is available,
Type of Assistance Needed T’umb:'er't: individuals with
nmet Nee HIV/AIDS who

Tenant-Based Rental Assistance 138 | need housing are
Short-Term Rent, Mortgage and Utility payments 20 frequently_ u_na_-ple
Housing Facilities (such as community residences and SRO 1 to_me.et e“glb_l I Ity
dwellings) 8 | criteria. Section 8
Total 176 | vouchers are

extremely limited,
resulting in wait lists that require years until fruition. The ever growing volume of home
foreclosures has forced some moderate-income homeowners/buyers to seek low-income
affordable housing, creating a housing market that is even more restrictive.

HOPWA PERFORMANCE

Table 31 shows performance measures from the HOPWA Consolidated Annual
Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER) for 2008. Activities are evaluated in terms
of conformance with the grant agreement, compliance with HOPWA and other HUD
regulations regarding eligible activities, the documentation of participant eligibility, the
protection of client confidentiality, and adequate documentation of the project activities
for conformance. Noted results for persons assisted by the HOPWA program included
improvement of mental health status, strengthening of social and health relationships, and
reduction in homeless episodes.

Table 31: HOPWA Program Performance Measures, FY 2008

HOPWA Performance Measures
(Fiscal Year 2008) Goal Actual | HOPWA
Funds

Tenant-Based Rental Assistance 59 47 $156,253
Households that receive operating subsidies/leased units 8 8 $47,456
Short-Term Rent, Mortgage and Utility Assistance 374 264 | $197,202
Supportive Services provided along with housing assistance 301 275 | $150,221
Permanent Housing Placement Services 19 25 $11,408
Housing Information Services 10 17
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How AND WHERE FUNDS WILL BE ALLOCATED

HOPWA funds are distributed in five AIDSNET regions. The Department of

Commerce does not provide funding to King and Snohomish counties because they
receive their own grant directly from HUD. Skamania and Clark counties are included in
the City of Portland, which receives funds through Oregon’s HOPWA grant.

Service providers in each region collaborate in the choice of the organization that will be
their lead agency. The lead agency will organize a local process to decide how the
regional HOPWA allocation will be used and which project sponsors will be selected to
provide services.

The Department of Commerce will contract with the designated lead agency that will be
responsible for passing funds through to the local project sponsor. Eligible project
sponsors are nonprofit organizations, public housing authorities or local governments.
Commerce calculates annual awards to each of the regions based on the surviving
HIV/AIDS cases in each county as reported to the Washington State Department of
Health. In FY 2008, $631,470 was distributed and 330 households were served.

The program is conducted in coordination with other resources, such as the Ryan White
HIV/AIDS program, Emergency Shelter Grant, entitlement CDBG programs and public
and private donations.

Recaptured Funds

The Department of Commerce will make any recaptured funds available to units of local
government or nonprofit organizations in non-formula areas as soon as possible after the
funds have been returned.

There are two criteria for the distribution of recaptured funds:

1. The extent to which the applicant demonstrates an immediate need for assistance in
serving persons with HIVV/AIDS or related diseases and their families; and

2. The extent to which the applicant can demonstrate the ability to use the funds
promptly.
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Specific HOPWA Objectives

1. Describe how Federal, State, and local public and private sector resources that
are reasonably expected to be available will be used to address identified needs
for the period covered by the strategic plan.
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HOPWA PROGRAM OuTCcOME OBJECTIVES, 2010-2014

Table 32 details the counties, activities, recommended funding amount, and total

households to be served for the five HOPWA regions between 2010 and 2014. Figures in
the table are estimates based on anticipated resources and allocations in 2010, and may
vary from year to year. None of the anticipated subrecipients are faith based, and none
are grassroots. The project sponsors have input into local housing planning in their

regions.

Table 32: HOPWA Program Outcome Objectives, 2010-2014

2010-
2010-2014 2014
Organization, Zip Code and Counties Served Activities Estimated | Estimated
Amount House-
holds
Bellingham/Whatcom Co. Housing Auth. (98225) | Operating funds for
Whatcom, San Juan, Skagit, and Island Sean Humphrey
House; STRMU; $295,000 70
TBRA; Hotel
vouchers
Pierce Aids Foundation (98402) Supportive services; $13
Pierce and Kitsap | Rental Assistance; miIIi.on 800
STRMU
Spokane Housing Authority (NEWHS) (99201)
Adams, Asotin, Columbia, Ferry, Garfield, | Supportive services;
Lincoln, Okanogan, Pend Oreille, Spokane, | TBRA; STRMU »600,000 300
Stevens, Walla Walla, and Whitman
Longview Housing Authority (98632) _ _
Clallam, Cowlitz, Grays Harbor, Jefferson, Lewis, Supp<.)rt|ve Services; $600,000 100
Mason, Pacific, Thurston, and Wahkiakum TEBRA; STRMU
Yakima Neighborhood Health Services (98907) S . L
upportive services;
TBRA; STRMU;
Benton, Chelan, Douglas, Franklin, | permanent Housing; $450,000 400
Grant, Kittitas, Klickitat, and Yakima | placement
3.25
ESTIMATED TOTAL S. . 1,670
million
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Community Development
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Community Development (91.315 (f))

1. Identify the jurisdiction's priority non-housing community development needs
eligible for assistance by CDBG eligibility category specified in the Community
Development Needs Table (formerly Table 2B), - i.e., public facilities, public
improvements, public services and economic development.

2. Describe the basis for assigning the priority given to each category of priority
needs.

3. Identify any obstacles to meeting underserved needs.

4. Identify specific long-term and short-term community development objectives
(including economic development activities that create jobs), developed in
accordance with the statutory goals described in section 24 CFR 91.1 and the
primary objective of the CDBG program to provide decent housing and a suitable
living environment and expand economic opportunities, principally for low- and
moderate-income persons.
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NON-HousING COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT NEEDS
The consolidated planning process identified two areas of non-housing community

development, public infrastructure and economic development, where considerable need
exists in most communities across the state.

Infrastructure

The State of Washington has extensive unmet need for public infrastructure, particularly
in rural communities. The fragmentation of public financing available for these
improvements has exacerbated the situation, making it difficult to fund even serious
unmet needs for basic infrastructure in some locations. The lack of adequate
infrastructure impacts both the ability of communities to attract and retain businesses and
employment, as well as, in some cases, the ability to support new affordable housing
development.

In 2008, the state Office of Financial Management released a report on federal and state
infrastructure assistance programs in Washington. The report included an assessment of
local infrastructure funding needs between 2004 and 2009. Table 33, adapted from the
report, estimates need and available funding for domestic water systems, sanitary sewer
systems, and roads, bridges and storm sewers. Developed before the full extent of the
state revenue crisis was known, the estimate nevertheless showed a $7.58 billion gap
between need and available funding.

Table 33: Unmet Local Infrastructure Funding Need, 2004-2009

Local Infrastructure Funding
. . Percent
A S UL Funding Expenditures | Funding Ga Fundin
Expenditures, 2004 — 2009 Needs P g bap Ga g
(Dollars in Billions) P

Domestic Water $1.58 $0.98 $0.60 38%
Sanitary Sewer $3.36 $2.80 $0.56 17%
Roads/Bridges/Storm Sewer S11 $4.22 $6.42 60%
Total $15.94 $8.00 $7.58 48%

At the local level, this $7.58 billion gap has cascading impacts on the health of
Washington’s communities. Lack of infrastructure degrades environmental quality,
constrains the availability of affordable housing and prevents economic development,
particularly in rural areas. For example, lack of sewage treatment capacity in a distressed
community may both pollute the environment and limit the development of market-rate
and affordable housing. In turn, lack of sufficient housing could limit the ability of the
community to attract employers.
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The importance of infrastructure to all aspects of community development was reflected
in a survey of non-entitlement jurisdictions conducted by the Department of Commerce
during the consolidated planning process. Respondents were asked to identify the three
biggest community development needs in their communities. Table 34 shows the top five
needs by the proportion of overall respondents and by type of jurisdiction. Four of the
top five needs identified in the survey were types of infrastructure. Complete survey
responses are available in Appendix B.

Table 34: Community Development Needs Survey Results

Top Community Development Needs Total City Town County
Transportation Facilities 56% 68% 73% 6%
Sewer Systems 40% 47% 27% 39%
Water Systems 38% 45% 36% 22%
Infrastructure for Economic Development 32% 28% 32% 44%
Community Facilities 25% 26% 36% 11%

Economic Development

Washington’s economy has experienced profound structural changes over the last few
decades. A recent report released by the Office of Financial Management, titled The
2009 Long-Term Economic and Labor Force Forecast for Washington, examined
demographic trends, structural changes in industries, changes in production factors such
as labor supply and capital investment, and technology/productivity advancements.

The report described fundamental shifts in Washington’s economy, including in
employment by sector. Manufacturing and government (particularly national defense-
related establishments) constituted 28.3 percent of total non-agricultural employment in
2007, compared to about one-half in 1960. Two key sectors alone, aerospace and wood
products, shrunk from nearly 13 percent of wage and salary employment in 1960 to only
4 percent in 2008.

Figure 9, taken from the report, shows the distribution of employment in Washington by
industry sector for 1990 and 2000 and provides a forecast for 2030. As traditional sectors
of the state’s economy shrink, new economic development strategies are needed to ensure
that good jobs are available, particularly in Washington’s rural communities.
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Figure 9: Washington Employment by Sector, 1990-2030
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Along with long-term changes to the state’s economy, the current financial crisis
resulting from the collapse of the housing bubble has triggered severe job losses across
the state. Washington’s unemployment rate rose to 9.1 percent in May, 2009 from 5.3
percent the year before, and 26 of 39 counties had rates over 10 percent. A total of 32
counties are now considered economically distressed, meaning unemployment rates
exceed 8.5 percent. Average unemployment rates over three years show 15 Washington
counties have experienced prolonged economic distress.

Figure 10 shows unemployment rates by county, in May, 2009. Of the 20 counties with
the highest rate of unemployment, 18 are non-entitlement jurisdictions served by the state
CDBG program. In 13 counties, more than one in eight people who are looking for a job
can’t find one. Shaded counties were economically distressed in May, 2009, and counties
in red were economically distressed between 2006 and 2009, meaning that the average
unemployment rate for those years was above 8.5 percent.
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Figure 10: Unemployment Rate by County, May 2009
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Microenterprise and Rural Economic Development

A microenterprise is a business with five or fewer employees, typically requiring less
than $35,000 in capital. In recent years, a strong interest in building economic bases with
higher wage jobs in rural areas has led to an emphasis on assisting businesses with
microenterprise lending to enhance start-up and small expansions.

Small and medium sized businesses, especially in rural Washington, find it difficult to get
the necessary financing to start-up, expand, and stay in business. This problem is
especially true in certain industry sectors, most notably in the forest products and other
natural resource-based/dependent companies that form much of the basis of rural
Washington’s economy.

The Washington State Microenterprise Association reports that there are over 450,000
microenterprises in Washington, representing 86.5 percent of all businesses and 17.4
percent of employment. Microenterprises employ over 80,000 people in rural
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communities, over 20.6 percent of the rural workforce. Besides being a large component
of the economy, studies show that microenterprises have positive social impacts on the
individual level. A five-year study of one microenterprise program in Washington found
240 individuals served, resulting in formation of 86 new businesses and 106 new jobs at a
cost of less than $8,000 per job.

In addition to microenterprise, Washington has strong institutional support for economic
development, including in rural communities. In 2008, the Washington Economic
Development Commission released an inventory of programs related to economic
development in the state. The inventory included over 140 programs operating with over
$3 billion in federal and state funding annually. Almost half of programs provided direct
assistance to individual people or to organizations, usually companies. The inventory
identified several programs that support economic development in rural areas including
the Rural Opportunity Fund, the Business Loan Portfolio Program, the Rural Washington
Loan Fund, USDA Rural Development, and the state CDBG program.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PRIORITIES

Prioritizing community development activities at the state level presents a challenge
because specific needs vary from community to community within the state's non-
entitlement jurisdictions. The state CDBG program is required to fund local governments
that demonstrate local prioritization and need for proposed projects. Accordingly, the
Department of Commerce has chosen not to designate any eligible activities as “low
priority” statewide, since doing so would restrict the ability to fund activities that may
have acute need in specific communities.

While maintaining the flexibility to support local priorities is critical some urgent
community development needs are common across many communities. Addressing such
needs will be a focus over the next five years. The Department of Commerce will
encourage local communities to develop projects that respond to these needs, especially
through outreach and technical assistance, and allocate funding in a manner that
emphasizes these needs consistent with established program guidelines. Statewide
community development priority areas include:

e Public facilities (infrastructure): Sewer and water systems and transportation
facilities that primarily benefit low- to moderate- income people; infrastructure to
support affordable housing for extremely low- and very low-income households;
public infrastructure projects in support of economic development that directly
results in job creation.

e Community facilities: Facilities, including shelters and transitional housing,
which serve the homeless and persons with severe special needs.

e Economic development: Microenterprise loan programs in rural areas; revolving
loan funds to for-profit businesses that directly result in job creation.

e Public services: New or expanded services that meet a critical local need.
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e Strategic planning: Strategic planning, particularly planning to address fair
housing disparity or to address public health and safety when required by a
regulatory agency (such as the Department of Ecology).

Funding Criteria

To be eligible for funding under the CDBG program, a project must meet at least one of
three HUD national objectives:
e Principally benefit persons with low to moderate income,
e Prevent or eliminate slums or blight or
e Address an urgent community development need which poses a serious and
immediate threat to health and safety.

To further these objectives, the state CDBG program has established funding conditions
that serve as criteria for evaluating proposed projects. According to program policy,
funds are awarded for eligible projects that meet the following conditions:

e There is a compelling need for public assistance;

e A feasible technical solution to the problem or opportunity being addressed has
been identified and agreed to by affected citizens, the local government and the
appropriate regulatory agencies;

e The project is ready to proceed and will make timely use of the funds;

e There is a clear and feasible plan for implementing the project and maintaining its
operation into the foreseeable future; and

e There is credible evidence that the results will be commensurate to the amount of
public funds requested.

To be funded, a project must also rank high in comparison to other similar projects on a
state and local level using the following priorities:
e The project addresses a public health and safety issue,
e It improves essential services to low- and moderate-income persons, or
e It completes a necessary and specific step in a broader community development
strategy.

For additional detail on state CDBG program funding criteria and method of distributing
funds, please see the 2010 Action Plan.

Evaluating Outcomes

CDBG activities must further the HUD goal of developing viable urban communities by
providing decent housing, a suitable living environment and expanding economic
opportunities for low- and moderate income persons. HUD regulations also establish
three objectives: sustainability, affordability and availability/accessibility. An outcome
must meet at least one national goal and objective.
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The state CDBG program will link the relevant HUD goal and objective and identify the
applicable HUD outcome for each funded activity based on the type of project, as

described in Table 35 (see next page).

Table 35: Community Development Activities and HUD Outcomes and Objectives

CDBG Eligible Activity

HUD Outcome Goal

Objective

Improve existing public facilities

Suitable living environment

Sustainability

Build or expand public facilities

Suitable living environment

Availability/Accessibility

Housing rehabilitation

Decent housing

Sustainability

Activities in support of new housing
construction

Decent housing

Availability/Accessibility

Build or expand community facilities

Suitable living environment

Availability/Accessibility

Acquire community facility or site

Suitable living environment

Sustainability

Public services

Suitable living environment

Availability/Accessibility

Microenterprise loan programs in rural areas

Economic opportunities

Availability/Accessibility

Economic development or job
creation/retention: improve existing facilities

Economic opportunities

Sustainability

Economic development or job
creation/retention: build or expand facilities

Economic opportunities

Availability/Accessibility

Economic development or job
creation/retention: loan funds to businesses

Economic opportunities

Availability/Accessibility

Planning activities

Varies as above by type(s) of project supported by the
planning activity.

BASIS FOR ASSIGNING PRIORITIES

In addition to the description of need in the previous section which was drawn from
studies, reports and plans related to community and economic development, statewide
priorities were determined based on a review of recent CDBG funding patterns, a survey
of non-entitlement jurisdictions, consultation with partner federal, state and nonprofit
entities, and public participation through letters and at the public hearing.

Recent CDBG Funding Patterns

One measure of community development priorities is historical funding patterns. Since
local jurisdictions are responsible for prioritizing need in their own communities, trends
in applications received and overall funding can indicate need statewide.
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Table 36 shows activities funded by the CDBG program between 2003 and 2007 with the
average percentage of funding per year. Categories that received more than 5 percent of
funds and activities that received more than 0.5 percent of funds are listed. Recent
funding patterns correspond well with other bases for assigning priority to eligible
activities.

Table 36: CDBG Funded Activities, 2003-2007

Average
CDBG Funded Activities, Percent of Please note that Table
2003 to 2007 CDBG Funds Per | 36 and the following
Year table are drawn from
Public Improvements 55.2% HUD data and include
Water/Sewer Improvements 39.8% repayments of CD_BG
Street Improvements 4.1% funds as We”_ as direct
Neighborhood Facilities 3.6% HUD a“o.catlons' AS
Senior Centers 530 | @ result,_flgures for
economic
Health Facilities 1.7% development funding
Child Care Centers 1.3% in Washington are
Fire Stations/Equipment 1.3% | inflated because of the
Economic Development 19.3% CDBG loan programs.
Financial Assistance to Businesses 18.8% | Interms of direct
Microenterprise Assistance 0.5% | HUD allocations to
Housing 9.4% Washington, public
e L improvements
Rehabilitation: Single-Unit Residential 7.6% .
o o comprise over 60
Rehabilitation Administration 1.5% percent, and public
Public Services 7.5% services comprise
Public Services 7.5% | over 10 percent of
Administrative And Planning 5.2% state CDBG program
General Program Administration 3.0% funds.
Planning 2.2%

Table 37: Comparison of CDBG Funded Activities

Lable 37 cpmpares fungllng of CDBG Activit Average of Washington
CDB(_B activity categories in y All States g
Washington between 2003 and
2007 with the average of all Acquisition 2.8% 2.6%
states in 2008. This table shows Administrative And Planning 9.6% 5.2%
that the CDBG program in Economic Development 13.3% 19.3%
Washington_has hi_storically Housing 16.6% 9.4%
funded F_)UZHC SlerVICeStar;g h Public Improvements 54.7% 55.2%
economic e.ve opmen ( roug Public Services 2.1% 7.5%
loans) at a higher rate than the

Other 0.7% 0.7%

average of all states, and housing
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at a lower rate. The Washington CDBG program also has lower spending on
administration and planning, ensuring that funds are spent on projects to the greatest
extent possible.

Survey of Non-Entitlement Jurisdictions

The state CDBG program, with the assistance of the Research Services unit of the
Department of Commerce, conducted a survey of non-entitlement jurisdictions in May,
2009. The survey was distributed to non-entitlement cities, towns and counties through
the CDBG program’s email list of 259 local officials. A total of 88 responses (34
percent) were received. Forty-four responses came from cities, 22 came from towns and
18 came from counties. Responding jurisdictions encompass a population of over
880,000 persons eligible to be served by the state CDBG program.

Respondents were presented with a list of eligible activities and asked to select the top
three community development needs in their jurisdiction and the top three priorities for
the use of CDBG funds. Table 38 shows the proportion of respondents who selected each
activity as a priority for funding. The table is sorted by total results and shows responses
separated by type of jurisdiction. The top three activities selected by each type of
jurisdiction are bolded.

Table 38: Community Development Survey Priorities

Priorities for CDBG Funds Total | City | Town | County
Transportation Facilities 51% 55% 77% 6%
Sewer System 39% 43% 27% 44%
Public Infrastructure to Support Economic Development 36% 36% 32% 39%
Water System 34% 38% 32% 28%
Community Facility 24% 21% 41% 11%
Planning 17% 13% 18% 28%
Recreation Facilities 13% 15% 14% 6%
Public Infrastructure to Support Affordable Housing 13% 11% 5% 28%
Public Services 11% 15% 0% 17%
Housing Rehabilitation 11% 13% 0% 22%
Economic Development Loans to For-Profit Entities 7% 4% 14% 6%
Direct Homeownership Assistance 7% 2% 5% 22%
Remove Slum/Blight 6% 6% 9% 0%
Local Microenterprise Loan Programs 6% 4% 5% 11%
Transitional Housing or Shelters 6% 0% 0% 28%
Remove Architectural Barriers to accessibility 1% 0% 5% 0%
Historic Preservation 1% 0% 5% 0%

The top overall priorities for CDBG funding were transportation facilities, sewer and
water systems and public infrastructure to support economic development. Respondents
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from cities and towns listed similar priorities, though community facilities ranked higher
for towns. Responses from counties differed, particularly in transportation facilities
which were rarely selected. Counties placed higher priority on planning, public
infrastructure to support affordable housing and transitional housing or shelters.

These results align with the other bases for establishing funding priorities and confirm the
different challenges faced by different units of government. Counties receive substantial
funding for transportation facilities from the state, while cities and towns do not.
Counties are also responsible for developing an implementing 10-year plans to address
homelessness, which may explain why they were more likely to prioritize affordable and
transitional housing. In contrast, cities and towns are often responsible for sewer and
water systems and face challenges in meeting environmental standards set by state or
federal law. All jurisdiction types prioritized public infrastructure to support economic
development, reflecting the need for jobs and tax revenue in communities across the
state.

OBSTACLES TO MEETING UNDERSERVED NEEDS

Beyond the direct impacts of unemployment on the tens of thousands of Washingtonians
and their families who have lost jobs in the past year, the economic crisis exacerbates
revenue problems already faced by local governments. State and federal funding sources
have generally decreased or stayed the same over the past decade, causing budget
shortfalls for many local governments. Statewide voter initiatives have further limited
the ability of local governments to secure revenue. These factors, along with the current
economic climate, severely constrain local capacity to provide for community
development needs such as public facilities, public improvements, public services and
economic development.

A 2007 study, County Financial Health and Governance Alternatives, examined ten
indicators of financial health, finding that between 1994 and 2004, five indicators showed
decline. The study found that,

[A] boundary has been crossed for many counties which results in external forces
controlling both the majority of revenue and service demand drivers. These
forces are working in opposition, decreasing revenue base growth while
increasing demand at the same time.

A 2009 report by the Association of Washington Cities (AWC) titled State of the Cities,
identified two ongoing struggles;

e Operating budget revenues are not sufficient for many cities to support the level
of services required to meet federal and state mandates, citizen expectations, and
community priorities.

o City infrastructure systems are crumbling. These aging systems are inadequate to
meet current needs of businesses and residents, or sustain and attract growth.
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In a survey conducted by AWC, two-thirds of city officials said their city would be
challenged to meet fiscal needs over the next four years. Forty-six percent of city
officials reported their city was likely to reduce infrastructure spending in 2009, with 26
percent saying a significant decrease was likely. Thirty percent of city officials reported
they would likely reduce their city’s scope of services and the workforce.

With rising unemployment and reduced local capacity, communities across Washington
face immense challenges in meeting community development needs over the upcoming
five years.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT OUTCOME OBJECTIVES

Local governments are responsible for prioritizing projects to meet the greatest need in
their communities and applying for funding from the state CDBG program. Therefore,
actual program outcomes over the long term depend on the types of projects local
governments propose.

Table 39 estimates CDBG program outcomes during the 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan
period. These estimates are projections based on estimated outcomes for 2010 as
described in the 2010 Action Plan for the CDBG program, and were developed from
projects funded during the past several years. Actual outcomes will be tracked in IDIS as
projects are awarded and completed. Please note, housing-related CDBG activities are
included in Table 24 in the Specific Housing Objectives section.

Table 39: Community Development Outcome Objectives, 2010-2014

2010 - 2014
National Goal and Objective Expected Description
Outcomes
Suitable Living Environment
Availability/accessibility 250,000 Access to new or expansion of existing water,
persons sewer, and street systems
Availability/accessibility 1 million Incre'ase access t(? new .o.r.expande.d service§ by
persons funding community facilities and direct services
500,000 Improvements and repairs to existing water,

Sustainabilit
y households | sewer, and street systems

Expand Economic Opportunity

Fund new or expanded infrastructure in
Availability/accessibility 400 jobs support of economic development or
microenterprise assistance to create/retain jobs

Fund infrastructure improvements in support of
Sustainability 135 jobs economic development, including loans to
eligible private businesses to create/retain jobs
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In addition to the estimated outcomes described above, the state CDBG program will

meet the administrative objectives shown in Table 40.

Table 40: CDBG Program Administrative Objectives

Administrative

- Target Description
Objectives g P
LMI percentage 75% Percentag¢=j of projects principally benefiting low- and
moderate-income (LMI) persons.
Funds leveraged 1:2 Ratio of CDBG to other funds leveraged.
Timely use of funds 95% Percent of HUD award obligated within 12 months.
Project completion 50% Percent of projects completed on time, within scope.
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Table 1: Housing, Homeless and Special Needs
Table 2A: Priority Housing and Special Needs
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HUD TABLE 1: HOUSING, HOMELESS AND SPECIAL NEEDS

A: Housing Needs

Elderly | Small | Large | Other | Total
Household Type Owner Total
Renter | Renter | Renter | Renter | Renter
0 -30% of MFI 35,185 | 50,235 | 12,300 | 66,445 | 164,165 | 78,223 | 242,388
% Any housing problem 64.8 83.9 926 77.4 77.8 75.5 771
% Cost burden > 30 62.7 80.5 79.8 75.9 74.8 73.7 74.4
% Cost Burden>50 | 4¢ 4 66| 573| 648 60.4 56.9 59.3
31 - 50% of MFI 25,400 | 50,550 | 14,355 | 48,235 | 138,540 | 105,122 | 243,662
% Any housing problem 68 78.5 86.7 79.1 77.6 583 69.3
% Cost burden > 30 66.2 71.7 56.1 77.2 71 56.3 64.6
% Cost Burden > 50 29.6 18.4 12 233 21.5 32.1 26
51 - 80% of MFI 21,425 | 72,694 | 18,658 | 76,480 | 189,257 | 217,112 | 406,369
% Any housing problem 47 38.9 59 37.7 413 49.1 45.5
% Cost burden > 30 44.6 283 19.8 35 32 45.9 39.5
% Cost Burden > 50 16.2 1.8 11 25 3.7 14.8 9.6
B: Homeless Continuum of Care: Housing Gap Analysis Chart
.. Current Under Unmet
Individuals Inventory Development Need/Gap
Emergency Shelter 4,346 5,563
w |Transitional Housing 3,150 788
e}
cqé' Permanent Supportive Housing 5,130 670
Total 12,626 7,021
Chronically Homeless 3,679 4,200
. . . . Current Under Unmet
Persons in Families with Children inventory. | Development || Need/Gap
Emergency Shelter 2,536 919
w |Transitional Housing 7,725 -412
e}
@ |Permanent Supportive Housing 2,310 1,390
Total 12,571 2,397
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C: Continuum of Care: Homeless Population and Subpopulations Chart

Sheltered
Part 1: Homeless Population " Unsheltered Total
Emergency | Transitional
Number of Families w/Children 787 2,293 385 3,465
1. Number of Persons in Families w/Children 2,435 7,163 1,098 10,696
2. Number of Single Individuals 4,279 2,405 5,447 12,131
(Add lines Numbered 1 & 2 Total Persons) 6,714 9,568 6,545 22,827
Part 2: Homeless Subpopulations Sheltered Unsheltered Total
a. Chronically Homeless 1,627 913 2,540
b. Seriously Mentally IlI 2,429
c. Chronic Substance Abuse 2,589
d. Veterans 985
e. Persons with HIV/AIDS 152
f. Victims of Domestic Violence 2,349
g. Unaccompanied Youth (Under 18) 211
D: Special Needs
Special Needs (Non-Homeless) Subpopulations Unmet Need
1. Elderly 87,489
2. Frail Elderly 24,835
3. Severe Mental lliness 5,000
4. Developmentally Disabled 3,995
5. Physically Disabled 11,599
6. Persons w/Alcohol/Other Drug Addictions 75,000
7. Persons w/HIV/AIDS 176
8. Victims of Domestic Violence 36,000
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HUD TABLE 2A: PRIORITY HOUSING AND SPECIAL NEEDS

Priority Housing Needs

Priority Level

% of median

income

% = priority

v =eligible

Small Related

0-30%
31-50%
51-80%

Large Related

0-30%
31-50%
51-80%

Renter Households

Elderly

0-30%
31-50%
51-80%

All Other

0-30%
31-50%
51-80%

Owner Households

0-30%
31-50%
51-80%

ANRNIRN NS 25 J NP 25 J IEND 2b 4 IEND 2P 5

Priority Special Needs

Priority Level

% =priority v =eligible

Elderly

Frail Elderly

Severe Mental lliness

Developmentally Disabled

Physically Disabled

Persons w/ Alcohol or Drug

Persons w/HIV/AIDS

Victims of Domestic Violence

Other

ANIE S RNERNED b N b B 2l AN

2010-2014 Strategic Plan



APPENDIX B: DATA TABLES

APPENDIX B: DATA TABLES

2010-2014 Strategic Plan \



APPENDIX B: DATA TABLES

I: First-time Homebuyer Affordability Index

Washington First-time Homebuyer Affordability Index 22(:)(:)59-
County
Percent
2005:Q1 | 2006:Q1 | 2007:Q1 | 2008:Q1 | 2009: Q1 Change

Adams 128.1 170.3 124.3 115 167.5 30.8%
Asotin 95 85.2 83.7 82 98.4 3.6%
Benton 116 106.9 102 106 116.2 0.2%
Chelan 80.5 74.3 59 55 68.2 -15.3%
Clallam 73.4 56.8 53.3 57 70 -4.6%
Clark 82.2 62.5 61 68 88.2 7.3%
Columbia 81 115.6 62.1 81.9 95.9 18.4%
Cowlitz 104.7 83.2 74.5 77 91.6 -12.5%
Douglas 81.8 75.7 59.7 58.1 74.3 -9.2%
Ferry 85.7 74.4 65.7 78 80.3 -6.3%
Franklin 93.8 88 84.1 87.9 99.7 6.3%
Garfield 92.4 83.4 80.9 78.9 89.6 -3.0%
Grant 106.1 91.7 92.8 76.4 90.2 -15.0%
Grays Harbor 104.2 81.4 76.4 83.3 100.9 -3.2%
Island 72 51.2 52 54.1 71 -1.4%
Jefferson 47.3 39.1 39.8 43.3 68 43.8%
King 51.3 43 39.7 42.9 57 11.1%
Kitsap 72.8 62 57.8 65.5 81.8 12.4%
Kittitas 67 55.3 45.5 47.1 63.6 -5.1%
Klickitat - - 63.6 54.5 60.9 -

Lewis 95.4 77.9 64.7 67.1 93.5 -2.0%
Mason 89.6 77.6 69.6 74.2 113.7 26.9%
Okanogan 114.4 65 74 65.7 94.7 -17.2%
Pacific 117.4 82.2 64.3 75.2 107.2 -8.7%
Pend Oreille 93.4 82.4 74 85.8 88.9 -4.8%
Pierce 71.8 59.1 55.9 62.8 81.9 14.1%
San Juan 34.8 22.2 30.3 30.5 25.1 -27.9%
Skagit 75.7 58.1 57.5 54.5 70.2 -7.3%
Skamania - - 49.5 53.5 90.7 -

Snohomish 68.5 54.8 48.8 52.8 68.1 -0.6%
Spokane 95.2 74.1 70.8 72.3 83.6 -12.2%
Stevens 85.3 87 78.4 91.4 96.4 13.0%
Thurston 84.5 65.7 64.5 65.7 76.6 -9.3%
Wahkiakum 73.9 110.7 83.9 57 33.2 -55.1%
Walla Walla 85.8 77.4 69.7 68.7 82.9 -3.4%
Whatcom 56.3 50.2 47 51.4 61.3 8.9%
Whitman 65.2 51.1 55.5 49.5 68 4.3%
Yakima 99.7 90.8 88.9 83.1 100.8 1.1%
Statewide 66 54.3 51.8 55.9 73.3 11.1%
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Il: Homebuyer Affordability Index

Washington Homebuyer Affordability Index LR
County 2009
Percent
2005:Q1 | 2006:Q1 | 2007:Q1 | 2008:Q1 | 2009: Q1 Change

Adams 193 254.7 185.1 170.4 251.8 30.5%
Asotin 164.9 146.8 145 139.4 169.5 2.8%
Benton 193.7 178.1 169.7 176.3 193.7 0.0%
Chelan 140.1 127.8 101.7 92.8 117.3 -16.3%
Clallam 128.3 98.5 92.2 98.5 120.6 -6.0%
Clark 135.2 102.7 100 109.4 145.4 7.5%
Columbia 145.6 200.4 107.7 143.1 169.4 16.3%
Cowlitz 176.9 138.9 124.3 126.7 153.4 -13.3%
Douglas 131.8 121.7 95.8 92.8 119.4 -9.4%
Ferry 143.7 124.6 109.4 129.9 135.6 -5.6%
Franklin 1435 133.5 127 131.7 152.2 6.1%
Garfield 178 158.2 150.3 147.4 164.6 -7.5%
Grant 170.5 146.1 147.4 121.5 142.6 -16.4%
Grays Harbor 174.1 135 126.8 136.5 167.7 -3.7%
Island 117.5 83.2 84.3 86.4 115.6 -1.6%
Jefferson 82.3 67.5 68.7 74 118.3 43.7%
King 92.9 77 70.9 76.6 102.5 10.3%
Kitsap 121.6 103.5 96.1 108.6 136.1 11.9%
Kittitas 134.1 109.7 89.9 91.3 123.2 -8.1%
Klickitat - - 106.3 89.4 101.2 -

Lewis 159.9 130.1 107.7 111.9 155.8 -2.6%
Lincoln - - - - - -

Mason 146.4 126.1 113.7 119.4 184.3 25.9%
Okanogan 186.7 105.6 120.3 105.4 156 -16.4%
Pacific 204.5 142.9 111.7 111.4 187.4 -8.4%
Pend Oreille 157.5 136.7 121 137.7 146 -7.3%
Pierce 123 100.9 95 105.6 138.7 12.8%
San Juan 59.8 37.6 51.2 50 42.6 -28.8%
Skagit 125.3 95.5 94.2 89.3 114.9 -8.3%
Skamania - - 78.3 83.1 144.2 -

Snohomish 113.9 90.7 80.5 85.8 112.4 -1.3%
Spokane 172.6 133 126.8 129.3 150 -13.1%
Stevens 164.5 143.9 129.3 148.6 159.4 -3.1%
Thurston 143.5 111.3 108.8 109.6 129.2 -10.0%
Wahkiakum 118.9 175.8 133.6 89.8 54.3 -54.3%
Walla Walla 153.2 136.6 122.8 119.6 146.5 -4.4%
Whatcom 95.3 90 84.1 92 109.6 15.0%
Whitman 145.2 113.4 123.3 110.2 152.3 4.9%
Yakima 163.8 148.4 145.1 134.3 164.7 0.5%
Statewide 113.6 93.3 88.3 94.5 125.5 10.5%
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Ill: Poverty and Median Income

Median Percent of Population with Income Below
alewselele Poverty Level in 2007
County Income for
e i 65 years Children -
Months ALL AGES and over | under 18 Families
(2007)
Asotin $40,049 15.3% 4.6% 25.8% 13.6%
Benton $53,050 11.9% 5.3% 16.8% 8.9%
Chelan $44,633 11.9% 11.1% 19.2% 10.0%
Clallam $41,797 13.2% 10.5% 17.2% 10.4%
Clark $56,098 10.4% 8.3% 12.6% 7.5%
Cowlitz $44,227 15.8% 6.0% 21.0% 11.6%
Douglas $41,862 16.5% 3.4% 27.1% 15.0%
Franklin $43,102 20.2% 5.1% 29.0% 16.3%
Grant $39,604 19.2% 5.5% 26.4% 14.8%
Grays Harbor $40,896 16.0% 10.2% 20.7% 12.2%
Island $53,606 8.3% 12.2% 10.4% 6.1%
Jefferson $43,409 12.1% 19.6% 12.5% 6.8%
King $64,915 9.8% 9.8% 11.5% 6.0%
Kitsap $57,139 8.5% 8.0% 9.7% 5.6%
Kittitas $39,390 24.3% 3.6% 20.8% 12.3%
Klickitat $41,137 19.3% 9.3% 29.2% 14.1%
Lewis $43,424 14.2% 10.1% 19.7% 10.6%
Mason $45,671 12.8% 16.1% 11.2% 8.5%
Okanogan $35,182 21.3% 7.6% 27.8% 16.6%
Pacific $37,092 14.9% 16.7% 15.8% 11.4%
Pierce $54,440 11.4% 8.5% 13.6% 8.2%
Skagit $50,107 14.0% 7.6% 19.3% 9.2%
Snohomish $61,881 8.1% 9.1% 10.0% 5.4%
Spokane $44,694 13.9% 6.9% 16.6% 8.8%
Stevens $39,474 15.5% 11.1% 17.9% 11.9%
Thurston $55,129 10.6% 5.7% 14.2% 7.7%
Walla Walla $42,269 18.8% 5.6% 25.5% 13.8%
Whatcom $46,766 14.5% 7.2% 13.7% 8.1%
Whitman $32,083 26.7% 2.6% 11.0% 10.8%
Yakima $40,321 20.7% 7.2% 28.7% 15.5%
Average of 30
Surveyed $45,782 11.8% 8.3% 14.7% 8.0%
Counties
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IV: HOME Program Financed Units by County

Percentage of Area Median Income (AMI)
HOME Program
Financed Units b 9 9
County | <30% P | ol | >80

Adams - 42 - -
Asotin 6 - - -
Benton - 124 106 1
Chelan - 18 - 1
Clallam - 79 - -
Clark 25 64 - 1
Cowlitz 20 34 48 1
Douglas - 32 - -
Franklin - 12 - -
Grant 11 1 - -
Grays Harbor - 10 - -
Jefferson 13 33 - -

King 154 735 161 11
Kitsap 68 256 10 2
Lewis - 12 - -
Lincoln 7 7 4 -
Mason - 36 - 1
Pacific 6 16 - -
Pend Oreille - 9 - -
Pierce 13 143 - 2
San Juan - 7 - -
Skagit 14 95 -

Snohomish 47 264 66 4
Spokane 178 514 159 12
Stevens 3 10 2 1
Thurston 68 102 1 1
Wahkiakum 2 10 7 -
Walla Walla - 107 - 1
Whatcom 20 204 - 2
Whitman 5 8 - -
Yakima 29 89 - 2
Statewide 689 3073 564 44
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V: HOME Program Units by Target Population and County

General Survivors Chronic
County House- Homeless Homeless Teen of Farm- Mentally Chemically Elderly Physically Total
Families Individuals Parents Domestic worker Dependent Disabled
holds X lliness
Violence
Adams - - - - - 42 - - - - 42
Asotin 2 - - - - - 4 - - - 6
Benton 117 - - - - 16 - - 98 - 231
Chelan 19 - - - - - - - - - 19
Clallam 79 - - - - - - - - - 79
Clark 70 6 - - - - 18 - 44 - 138
Cowlitz 103 - - - - - - - - - 103
Douglas 24 8 - - - - - - - - 32
Franklin 12 - - - - - - - - - 12
Grant 8 - - - - - 4 - - - 12
Grays Harbor - - - - - - 10 - - - 10
Jefferson 18 - - - - - 13 - 15 - 46
King 615 11 37 - - - - 27 382 8 1080
Kitsap 171 2 - - - - 16 10 147 - 346
Lewis - - - - - - 12 - - - 12
Lincoln 8 - - - - - - - 6 4 18
Mason 1 - - - - - - - 59 - 60
Pacific 16 - - - - - 6 - - - 22
Pend Oreille 9 - - - - - - - - - 9
Pierce 80 74 - - 4 - - - - - 158
San Juan 7 - - - - - - - - - 7
Skagit 41 - - - - - - - 79 - 120
Snohomish 273 - - - - - 18 - 94 - 385
Spokane 542 30 28 5 5 - 8 - 272 10 900
Stevens 7 - - - - - - - 9 - 16
Thurston 82 - 52 - - - 42 - - - 176
Wahkiakum 2 - - - - - - - 17 - 19
Walla Walla 50 - - - - - - - 58 - 108
Whatcom 103 36 10 - - - 22 - 50 10 231
Whitman 13 - - - - - - - - - 13
Yakima 44 9 - - - 23 - 14 41 - 131
:::’t:w'de 2516 176 127 5 9 81 173 51 1371 32 4541
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VI: Population Change

Population Estimates

Change 2000-2008

County OFM Number Percent
US Census, X
2000 estimate, Increase or | Increase or
2008 Decrease Decrease

Adams 16,428 17,800 1,372 8.4
Asotin 20,551 21,400 849 4.1
Benton 142,475 165,500 23,025 16.2
Chelan 66,616 72,100 5,484 8.2
Clallam 64,525 69,200 4,675 7.2
Clark 345,238 424,200 78,962 22.9
Columbia 4,064 4,100 36 0.9
Cowlitz 92,948 99,000 6,052 6.5
Douglas 32,603 37,000 4,397 13.5
Ferry 7,260 7,700 440 6.1
Franklin 49,347 70,200 20,853 42.3
Garfield 2,397 2,300 -97 -4.0
Grant 74,698 84,600 9,902 13.3
Grays Harbor 67,194 70,900 3,706 5.5
Island 71,558 79,300 7,742 10.8
Jefferson 25,953 28,800 2,847 11.0
King 1,737,034 1,884,200 147,166 8.5
Kitsap 231,969 246,800 14,831 6.4
Kittitas 33,362 39,400 6,038 18.1
Klickitat 19,161 20,100 939 4.9
Lewis 68,600 74,700 6,100 8.9
Lincoln 10,184 10,400 216 2.1
Mason 49,405 56,300 6,895 14.0
Okanogan 39,564 40,100 536 1.4
Pacific 20,984 21,800 816 3.9
Pend Oreille 11,732 12,800 1,068 9.1
Pierce 700,820 805,400 104,580 14.9
San Juan 14,077 16,100 2,023 14.4
Skagit 102,979 117,500 14,521 14.1
Skamania 9,872 10,700 828 8.4
Snohomish 606,024 696,600 90,576 14.9
Spokane 417,939 459,000 41,061 9.8
Stevens 40,066 43,700 3,634 9.1
Thurston 207,355 245,300 37,945 18.3
Wahkiakum 3,824 4,100 276 7.2
Walla Walla 55,180 58,600 3,420 6.2
Whatcom 166,814 191,000 24,186 14.5
Whitman 40,740 43,000 2,260 5.5
Yakima 222,581 235,900 13,319 6.0
Statewide 5,894,121 6,587,600 693,479 11.8
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VII: Structural Characteristics of Housing Units

Percentages
Total Ll 1
Count Housi Number BuiI:in s Lacking Lacking MEED :tr'tl.::cture
ounty ousing of . . & Complete | Complete ul
Units 1Unit | with 10 . ]
Rooms or More | Plumbing | Kitchen | 2000- | 1939 or
Units Facilities | Facilities 2007 earlier

Asotin 9,421 5.4 71.5% 4.6% 0.6% 0.3% 3.7% 17.3%
Benton 62,409 5.8 66.3% 10.4% 0.2% 1.1% 14.2% 2.7%
Chelan 32,386 5.4 68.3% 9.0% 2.1% 2.0% 7.0% 14.1%
Clallam 33,373 5.3 72.5% 4.5% 1.3% 1.2% 9.5% 9.3%
Clark 155,771 5.8 73.1% 9.5% 0.3% 0.8% 16.6% 4.7%
Cowlitz 41,059 5.5 69.0% 9.1% 1.1% 1.8% 9.4% 17.2%
Douglas 14,250 5.5 64.0% 3.7% 1.7% 2.1% 10.1% 6.5%
Franklin 21,450 5.4 66.2% 7.7% 1.1% 2.0% 24.5% 4.3%
Grant 31,160 51| 56.7% 4.1% 0.0% 0.6% 9.0% 2.9%
Grays Harbor 33,910 5.1 69.0% 4.0% 1.5% 1.9% 5.1% 27.1%
Island 36,164 55| 79.1% 3.0% 1.2% 1.4% 13.8% 5.8%
Jefferson 15,805 5.2 | 76.5% 4.6% 1.8% 1.8% 13.4% 10.2%
King 804,772 5.3 60.9% 24.2% 0.7% 1.0% 9.8% 13.7%
Kitsap 99,717 56 | 70.5% 9.3% 0.6% 0.8% 8.9% 8.7%
Kittitas 18,828 4.9 64.9% 11.9% 3.1% 3.5% 13.6% 19.6%
Klickitat 9,180 5.2 64.2% 1.1% 1.2% 1.9% 10.1% 20.4%
Lewis 31,136 5.4 73.5% 4.4% 0.9% 1.4% 6.9% 18.3%
Mason 28,185 5 76.5% 1.9% 1.9% 2.0% 12.3% 4.3%
Okanogan 20,093 5| 69.9% 4.0% 3.8% 3.8% 2.6% 11.2%
Pacific 14,456 4.9 69.3% 2.9% 3.2% 2.5% 3.9% 21.1%
Pierce 308,931 55| 67.1% 13.2% 0.7% 1.0% 13.2% 11.2%
Skagit 47,395 5.3 70.6% 7.2% 1.6% 1.6% 14.1% 14.4%
Snohomish 270,242 5.6 | 66.8% 16.1% 0.7% 1.0% 14.9% 6.2%
Spokane 191,605 5.7 | 69.3% 14.4% 0.9% 1.7% 8.9% 16.8%
Stevens 18,441 5.5 71.8% 1.9% 2.7% 3.9% 9.9% 11.3%
Thurston 97,681 55| 69.1% 9.2% 0.6% 1.2% 14.3% 7.2%
Walla Walla 22,315 5.4 65.8% 9.1% 0.8% 2.4% 8.6% 21.5%
Whatcom 84,935 52 | 63.2% 12.6% 1.3% 2.0% 14.3% 14.2%
Whitman 18,090 4.9 50.2% 22.3% 1.2% 1.6% 11.6% 22.5%
Yakima 82,188 5.3 67.6% 5.7% 1.1% 1.7% 7.9% 14.4%
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VII: Vacancy Rates, by County

SERGEL Vacancy | Vacancy
Tote'll Decanicd Vaca.nt Percent Percent !iecreat- Rate Rate
County Houfmg e Hou?lng for Sale for |onal-, or Home Home
Units Units Rent Occasional Owner Rental
Use

Asotin 9,421 8,561 860 7.4% 19.0% 23.7% 16.5% 11.9%
Benton 62,409 56,720 5,689 15.2% 45.9% 11.7% 7.5% 1.2%
Chelan 32,386 25,901 6,485 2.0% 9.8% 61.0% 1.9% 9.2%
Clallam 33,373 30,593 2,780 8.9% 12.6% 42.7% 3.5% 0.6%
Clark 155,771 147,270 8,501 24.0% 27.5% 9.9% 5.8% 7.6%
Cowlitz 41,059 37,931 3,128 9.8% 20.3% 28.8% 7.3% 8.5%
Douglas 14,250 13,177 1,073 15.5% 1.6% 43.5% 6.2% 1.4%
Franklin 21,450 19,766 1,684 - - - - -
Grant 31,160 27,484 3,676 11.6% 26.4% 45.0% 0.8% 0.5%
Grays Harbor 33,910 27,786 6,124 11.7% 9.6% 51.5% 4.5% 0.5%
Island 36,164 30,360 5,804 6.1% 9.6% 59.6% 6.2% 2.0%
Jefferson 15,805 12,778 3,027 - - - - -
King 804,772 753,780 50,992 13.0% 32.3% 12.7% 6.1% 10.5%
Kitsap 99,717 91,579 8,138 10.0% 20.4% 22.7% 1.2% 3.3%
Kittitas 18,828 15,669 3,159 - - - - -
Klickitat 9,180 8,193 987 15.3% 18.0% 43.5% 0.0% 2.8%
Lewis 31,136 27,791 3,345 7.8% 20.3% 32.5% 0.8% 3.0%
Mason 28,185 19,909 8,276 6.1% 1.3% 81.5% 2.1% 1.3%
Okanogan 20,093 15,689 4,404 5.9% 6.2% 56.6% 4.1% 2.4%
Pacific 14,456 9,752 4,704 6.4% 1.5% 69.3% 3.1% 0.0%
Pierce 308,931 285,724 23,207 14.2% 34.6% 18.4% 4.1% 2.4%
Skagit 47,395 42,982 4,413 9.7% 17.0% 36.1% 6.4% 2.0%
Snohomish 270,242 255,031 15,211 14.0% 26.4% 15.7% 8.4% 4.7%
Spokane 191,605 178,952 12,653 15.0% 30.2% 13.3% 7.1% 5.9%
Stevens 18,441 15,459 2,982 8.6% 9.8% 59.2% 6.4% 0.1%
Thurston 97,681 91,918 5,763 12.6% 17.7% 17.1% 4.5% 8.1%
Walla Walla 22,315 20,817 1,498 13.6% 43.7% 9.1% 8.2% 8.4%
Whatcom 84,935 74,831 10,104 9.1% 6.4% 61.5% 2.4% 6.8%
Whitman 18,090 15,772 2,318 12.6% 35.8% 6.8% 2.4% 17.4%
Yakima 82,188 76,698 5,490 16.0% 40.3% 13.4% 3.1% 3.3%

Total for

Selected 2,655,348 | 2,438,873 | 216,475

Counties

2010-2014 Strategic Plan

Xiii



APPENDIX B: DATA TABLES

IX: Percent of Median Income Needed for Fair Market Rent (1 bedroom), by County

Monthly House!\olds at 30% House!lolds at 50% House!lolds at 80%
Fair Median Income Median Income Median Income

Market % of % of % of

County | Rent(FMR) | |ncome | Income | Income | Income Income
for1 (1 Needed (1 Needed | "™ | Needed

Bedroom person) to Pay person) to Pay ey to Pay

Unit FMR FMR FMR
Adams $483 | $11,050 52% $18,417 31% $29,467 20%
Benton $548 | $13,000 51% $21,667 30% $34,667 19%
Chelan $551 | $11,950 55% $19,917 33% $31,867 21%
Clallam $565 | $11,200 61% $18,667 36% $29,867 23%
Clark $700 | $14,250 59% $23,750 35% $38,000 22%
Columbia $487 | $11,750 50% $19,583 30% $31,333 19%
Cowlitz $561 | $11,550 58% $19,250 35% $30,800 22%
Douglas $551 | $11,950 55% $19,917 33% $31,867 21%
Ferry $479 | $11,050 52% $18,417 31% $29,467 20%
Franklin $548 | $13,000 51% $21,667 30% $34,667 19%
Garfield $487 | $11,150 52% $18,583 31% $29,733 20%
Grant $491 | $11,050 53% $18,417 32% $29,467 20%
Grays Harbor $492 | $11,050 53% $18,417 32% $29,467 20%
Island $749 | $16,350 55% $27,250 33% $43,600 21%
Jefferson $641 | $12,050 64% $20,083 38% $32,133 24%
King $820 | $17,100 58% $28,500 35% $45,600 22%
Kitsap $694 | $14,650 57% $24,417 34% $39,067 21%
Kittitas $546 | $12,300 53% $20,500 32% $32,800 20%
Klickitat $549 | $11,050 60% $18,417 36% $29,467 22%
Lewis $577 | $11,050 63% $18,417 38% $29,467 23%
Lincoln $479 | $11,050 52% $18,417 31% $29,467 20%
Mason $598 | $11,500 62% $19,167 37% $30,667 23%
Okanogan $545 | $11,050 59% $18,417 36% $29,467 22%
Pacific $478 | $11,050 52% $18,417 31% $29,467 19%
Pend Oreille $479 | $11,050 52% $18,417 31% $29,467 20%
Pierce $743 | $13,900 64% $23,167 38% $37,067 24%
San Juan $688 | $13,650 60% $22,750 36% $36,400 23%
Skagit $708 | $12,500 68% $20,833 41% $33,333 25%
Skamania $700 | $14,250 59% $23,750 35% $38,000 22%
Snohomish $820 | $17,100 58% $28,500 35% $45,600 22%
Spokane $528 | $12,100 52% $20,167 31% $32,267 20%
Stevens $485 | $11,050 53% $18,417 32% $29,467 20%
Thurston $654 | $13,950 56% $23,250 34% $37,200 21%
Wahkiakum $559 | $12,250 55% $20,417 33% $32,667 21%
Walla Walla $487 | $11,850 49% $19,750 30% $31,600 18%
Whatcom $630 | $13,250 57% $22,083 34% $35,333 21%
Whitman $498 | $11,850 50% $19,750 30% $31,600 19%
Yakima $563 | $11,050 61% $18,417 37% $29,467 23%
Statewide $583 $1,037 56% $1,729 34% $2,766 21%
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X: Percent of Median Income Needed for Fair Market Rent (2 bedroom), by County

Households at

Households at

Households at

e 30% Median 50% Median 80% Median
Fair Income Income Income
Market

County Rent % of % of % of
(FMR) Income | Income | Income Income Income Income
for2 (Family | Needed | (Family | Needed | (Family | Needed
Bedroom | ofFour) | toPay | of Four) | toPay | of Four) | to Pay

Unit FMR FMR FMR
Adams $619 $15,800 47% $26,333 28% $42,133 18%
Benton $688 $18,550 45% $30,917 27% $49,467 17%
Chelan $696 $17,100 49% $28,500 29% $45,600 18%
Clallam $735 $16,000 55% $26,667 33% $42,667 21%
Clark $809 $20,350 48% $33,917 29% $54,267 18%
Columbia $643 $16,750 46% $27,917 28% $44,667 17%
Cowlitz $652 $16,500 47% $27,500 28% $44,000 18%
Douglas $696 $17,100 49% $28,500 29% $45,600 18%
Ferry $619 $15,800 47% $26,333 28% $42,133 18%
Franklin $688 $18,550 45% $30,917 27% $49,467 17%
Garfield $643 $15,900 49% $26,500 29% $42,400 18%
Grant $635 $15,800 48% $26,333 29% $42,133 18%
Grays Harbor $646 $15,800 49% $26,333 29% $42,133 18%
Island $904 $23,350 46% $38,917 28% $62,267 17%
Jefferson $784 $17,200 55% $28,667 33% $45,867 21%
King $987 $24,400 49% $40,667 29% $65,067 18%
Kitsap $855 $20,950 49% $34,917 29% $55,867 18%
Kittitas $719 $17,550 49% $29,250 29% $46,800 18%
Klickitat $652 $15,800 50% $26,333 30% $42,133 19%
Lewis $694 $15,800 53% $26,333 32% $42,133 20%
Lincoln $619 $15,800 47% $26,333 28% $42,133 18%
Mason S$717 $16,450 52% $27,417 31% $43,867 20%
Okanogan $641 $15,800 49% $26,333 29% $42,133 18%
Pacific $627 $15,800 48% $26,333 29% $42,133 18%
Pend Oreille $619 $15,800 47% $26,333 28% $42,133 18%
Pierce $926 $19,850 56% $33,083 34% $52,933 21%
San Juan $850 $19,500 52% $32,500 31% $52,000 20%
Skagit $879 $17,850 59% $29,750 35% $47,600 22%
Skamania $809 $20,350 48% $33,917 29% $54,267 18%
Snohomish $987 $24,400 49% $40,667 29% $65,067 18%
Spokane $695 $17,300 48% $28,833 29% $46,133 18%
Stevens $619 $15,800 47% $26,333 28% $42,133 18%
Thurston $835 $19,900 50% $33,167 30% $53,067 19%
Wahkiakum $653 $17,500 45% $29,167 27% $46,667 17%
Walla Walla $643 $16,900 46% $28,167 27% $45,067 17%
Whatcom $790 $18,900 50% $31,500 30% $50,400 19%
Whitman $646 $16,900 46% $28,167 28% $45,067 17%
Yakima $728 $15,800 55% $26,333 33% $42,133 21%
Statewide $728 $1,482 49% $2,469 29% $3,951 18%
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XI: Characteristics of Renter Occupied Units, by County

Renter Occupied Single 2to9 10or 2 JIE
Housing Per County Family Units More FIEEE L
Units Other
Asotin 934 952 351 240
Benton 4,639 5,610 5,118 1,072
Chelan 2,920 2,320 1,993 993
Clallam 4,902 1,741 1,484 1,105
Clark 14,652 15,341 13,006 1,121
Cowlitz 5,115 3,185 3,265 804
Douglas 1,468 1,177 465 716
Franklin 1,967 2,081 1,072 1,291
Grant 3,833 2,110 985 2,969
Grays Harbor 4,245 2,766 1,341 1,278
Island 3,713 1,701 945 665
Jefferson 1,331 403 588 386
King 61,525 77,485 145,651 2,557
Kitsap 9,959 8,509 7,737 1,941
Kittitas 2,071 2,194 1,975 385
Klickitat 1,073 1,032 70 554
Lewis 3,472 1,521 1,253 1,162
Mason 2,558 444 399 951
Okanogan 2,594 788 760 1,201
Pacific 1,326 765 310 435
Pierce 32,293 32,053 34,401 3,962
Skagit 5,332 4,145 2,748 1,282
Snohomish 21,315 21,608 34,591 3,571
Spokane 20,942 15,909 22,772 2,074
Stevens 1,666 479 314 960
Thurston 11,966 9,485 7,682 2,325
Walla Walla 3,120 2,435 1,841 519
Whatcom 9,217 8,359 8,977 1,274
Whitman 1,727 2,685 3,598 290
Yakima 11,358 8,624 3,944 2,938
Statewide 253,233 237,907 309,636 41,021
XVi
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XIl: Owner and Renter Housing Units, by County

Occupied Housing Units
2008 OFM
County Estimated
County
Population . Owner Renter Average
Total Units Occupied Occupied House-

hold Size

Asotin 21,400 8,561 6,084 2,477 2.46
Benton 165,500 56,720 40,281 16,439 2.76
Chelan 72,100 25,901 17,675 8,226 2.66
Clallam 69,200 30,593 21,361 9,232 2.24
Clark 424,200 147,270 103,150 44,120 2.75
Cowlitz 99,000 37,931 25,562 12,369 2.52
Douglas 37,000 13,177 9,351 3,826 2.67
Franklin 70,200 19,766 13,355 6,411 3.29
Grant 84,600 27,484 17,587 9,897 2.9
Grays Harbor 70,900 27,786 18,156 9,630 2.48
Island 79,300 30,360 23,336 7,024 2.44
Jefferson 28,800 12,778 10,070 2,708 2.23
King 1,884,200 753,780 466,562 287,218 2.39
Kitsap 246,800 91,579 63,433 28,146 2.57
Kittitas 39,400 15,669 9,044 6,625 2.23
Klickitat 20,100 8,193 5,464 2,729 2.39
Lewis 74,700 27,791 20,383 7,408 2.59
Mason 56,300 19,909 15,557 4,352 2.62
Okanogan 40,100 15,689 10,346 5,343 2.48
Pacific 21,800 9,752 6,916 2,836 2.13
Pierce 805,400 285,724 183,015 102,709 2.59
Skagit 117,500 42,982 29,475 13,507 2.61
Snohomish 696,600 255,031 173,946 81,085 2.57
Spokane 459,000 178,952 117,255 61,697 2.42
Stevens 43,700 15,459 12,040 3,419 2.67
Thurston 245,300 91,918 60,460 31,458 2.5
Walla Walla 58,600 20,817 12,902 7,915 2.47
Whatcom 191,000 74,831 47,004 27,827 2.47
Whitman 43,000 15,772 7,472 8,300 2.31
Yakima 235,900 76,698 49,834 26,864 2.95

Total (Selected | ¢ .\ c00 | 2,438,873 | 1,597,076 841,797 -
Counties)

2010-2014 Strategic Plan Xvii



APPENDIX B: DATA TABLES

Xlll: Population Growth by Age

Age o.f Percent of Percent of
'::opn‘:'z‘;:: 2000 Total |Population| 2009 Total |Population G’R:“:’:h
Estimates 2000 2009
0-4 394,306 6.7% 441,810 6.6% 10.8%
5-9 425,909 7.2% 431,665 6.5% 1.3%
10-14 434,836 7.4% 436,509 6.5% 0.4%
15-19 427,968 7.3% 472,691 7.1% 9.5%
20-24 390,185 6.6% 480,358 7.2% 18.8%
25-29 403,652 6.8% 482,891 7.2% 16.4%
30-34 437,478 7.4% 433,939 6.5% -0.8%
35-39 483,950 8.2% 455,757 6.8% -6.2%
40-44 491,137 8.3% 460,011 6.9% -6.8%
45-49 454,223 7.7% 504,221 7.5% 9.9%
50-54 391,749 6.6% 492,678 7.4% 20.5%
55-59 285,505 4.8% 440,292 6.6% 35.2%
60-64 211,075 3.6% 357,100 5.3% 40.9%
65-69 176,225 3.0% 252,172 3.8% 30.1%
70-74 160,941 2.7% 177,905 2.7% 9.5%
75-79 142,708 2.4% 137,158 2.1% -4.0%
80-84 98,189 1.7% 108,268 1.6% 9.3%
85+ 84,085 1.4% 122,875 1.8% 31.6%
Statewide 5,894,121 100% 6,688,300 100% 11.9%

XViii
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XIV: Overcrowded Households, by County

Overcrowded

Percentage of

Percentage of

Households Per Owner Renter
Selected Counties | Households | Households
Asotin 0.6%) 3.9%
Benton 1.7% 5.0%
Chelan 1.8%) 6.6%
Clallam 1.1%) 3.4%
Clark 1.7%| 3.7%
Cowlitz 1.1%) 4.9%
Douglas 3.8% 9.3%)
Franklin 3.4% 20.0%
Grant 5.8% 13.0%
Grays Harbor 1.5% 6.3%
Island 1.3% 3.2%
Jefferson 0.4% 4.3%
King 0.8% 3.8%
Kitsap 0.6% 2.1%
Kittitas 1.4%) 4.2%
Klickitat 0.6% 8.4%
Lewis 1.9%) 4.8%
Mason 1.8% 1.1%)
Okanogan 2.5% 5.1%
Pacific 1.4%) 10.5%
Pierce 1.2% 3.1%
Skagit 1.8% 9.6%
Snohomish 1.3% 3.6%
Spokane 0.7% 2.3%
Stevens 2.5% 5.6%
Thurston 1.4% 2.9%
Walla Walla 1.5%) 6.2%
Whatcom 1.5% 3.1%
Whitman 0.8% 0.9%
Yakima 4.4% 9.3%,
Statewide 1.4% 4.1%
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XV: Jurisdictions with More Than 51% Low- to Moderate-Income

City, Town or

Percent with

City, Town or

Percent with

Population | Low/Moderate Population | Low/Moderate
County County
Income Income

Almira 302 53.9| [Metaline Falls 223 59.3
Benton 2,624 52.0 |Mossyrock 486 54.6
Bingen 672 66.7| [Nespelem 212 64.8
Brewster 2,189 71.5| [Newport 1,921 60.5
Bridgeport 2,059 71.8| [North Bonneville 593 63.3
Bucoda 628 62.3| |Northport 336 61.8
Centralia 14,742 50.5| |Oak Harbor 19,807 63.8
Chelan 3,522 54.3| |Oakville 675 54.1
Chewelah 2,186 54.3| |Okanogan 2,484 54.3
Clarkston 7,337 56.8] |Omak 4,721 55.6
Cle Elum 1,755 51.6| |Oroville 1,653 61.7
Conconully 185 59.3| |Othello 5,847 55.6
Concrete 790 59.7| |PeEll 657 56.8
Connell 2,956 57.2| |Pullman 24,679 58.7
Coupeville 1,723 54.3| |Quincy 5,048 57.7
Creston 232 52.6| |Rainier 1,492 50.8
Cusick 212 71.1) [Raymond 2,975 55.0
Ellensburg 15,429 60.3| [Republic 954 57.1
Endicott 621 50.7| |Riverside 348 62.2
Entiat 957 52.3| |[RockIsland 863 56.9
Everson 2,035 51.8/ [Royal 1,823 61.6
George 528 72.2| [Sequim 4,334 51.6
Goldendale 3,760 54.4| (Skamania (county) 9,872 51.3
Grand Coulee 897 57.6| [Soap Lake 1,733 63.8
Grandview 8,377 50.9| |South Bend 1,807 53.2
Granger 2,530 70.0| |[Springdale 283 63.9
Hamilton 309 58.8| |[Starbuck 130 73.9
Hartline 134 55.6| |[Stevenson 1,200 58.5
Hatton 98 55.1f [Sumas 960 59.3
Hoquiam 9,097 52.6| |Sunnyside 13,905 62.8
lone 479 59.7| |Tenino 1,447 57.3
Kahlotus 214 55.6| |[Tieton 1,154 52.2
Kelso 11,895 52.3| |[Toledo 653 51.0
Kettle Falls 1,527 54.0| [Tonasket 994 63.3
Kittitas 1,105 62.7| [Toppenish 8,946 66.0
Krupp 60 60.3| [Twisp 938 50.5
Lamont 106 72.5| |Union Gap 5,621 51.2
Langley 959 50.5| [Vader 590 55.8
Long Beach 1,283 55.8| [Wapato 4,582 69.6
Mabton 1,891 66.9| |Warden 2,544 57.6
Malden 215 65.3| [Wilson Creek 227 73.1
Mattawa 2,609 75.1| |Winthrop 349 54.6
Mesa 425 61.0] |Yelm 3,289 51.3
Metaline 162 65.9
XX
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XVla: Affordable Housing Stakeholders Survey Results

Affordable Housing Needs:

Most Needs

Some Needs Met

Very Few Needs

How well are needs currently being met? Met Met
Homeowners making 0-30% AMI 5% 15% 80%
Homeowners making 31-50% AMI 4% 29% 67%
Severe mental illness 0% 33% 67%
Homeless individuals 5% 40% 56%
Persons with alcohol/drug addictions 6% 43% 51%
Renters making 0-30% AMI 3% 48% 48%
Frail elderly 7% 46% 48%
Homeless families 3% 52% 45%
Persons with HIV/AIDS 10% 48% 42%
Renters making 31-50% AMI 5% 56% 40%
Victims of domestic violence 6% 55% 39%
Developmentally disabled 5% 57% 38%
Homeowners making 51-80% AMI 13% 54% 33%
Physically disabled 6% 64% 30%
Renters making 51-80% AMI 27% 49% 24%
Elderly 13% 64% 23%
Ethnically and racially diverse persons 18% 66% 15%

Affordable Housing Needs: AU e AL P e

Should HUD funds be used to address this Response  be uset_i to addressibe use‘.’ R

Count this need this need

need? (Responses) (Percent)
Renters making 0-30% AMI 80 64 80%
Homeless families 79 57| 72%
Severe mental illness 76 54 71%
Homeless individuals 79 55 70%
Renters making 31-50% AMI 76 52 68%
Elderly 78 50 64%
Developmentally disabled 73 46 63%
Frail elderly 75 47 63%
Physically disabled 75 43 57%
Persons with alcohol/drug addictions 73 40 55%
Victims of domestic violence 75 34 45%
Persons with HIV/AIDS 69 31 45%
Homeowners making 31-50% AMI 67 30 45%
Homeowners making 0-30% AMI 68 30 44%
Homeowners making 51-80% AMI 68 29 43%
Renters making 51-80% AMI 72 28 39%
Ethnically and racially diverse persons 71 27 38%
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XVib: Affordable Housing Stakeholders Survey Results

Barriers to Individual
Lack of . ... | Systematic| Cost of X Develop- |Law/zoning| Rehab
affordable . Availability | ™" . economic X
Funding issues Housing . ment issues needs
housing Issues
oo
= First 22 12 7 13 3 5 2 1
3 Second 11 11 19 6 3 3 1
<
@ Third 13 14 11 2 4 1 2 1
e}
3 Combined 46 37 37 21 10 9 7 3
S
® Strategy to Create/Pre- Job
=] address Increase | Program serve Law/zoning Incentives creation/
v R funding changes | affordable | changes financial
2 barriers housing education
5 ;
[ ] First 37 6 7 5
Second 22 11 7 7 6
Third 14 13 11 2
Combined 73 30 25 14 11 11
Issues
f L i Medical lient'
affecting A Jobs/ |Systematic| Cost of ocation or edical/ Lackof | Clients
| . Availability Education Issues Housin Condition | Mental Fundin Personal
@ | Rl € | of Housing |Health Care € | Issues
S || residents
o
‘» .
o First 17| 12 9 1 4 2
“E-' Second 9 8 6 4 3
§ Third 3 2 3
; Combined 31 27 20 17 17 13 11 8
o
%o g Job Better
= | Strategies Expand ) Create/Pre- . Incentives
Q Increase . creation/ | Program serve Location/ .
o || to address . Social S or Zoning
& funding X financial | Changes | affordable | Transport-
H Services . : . Changes
o Issues education housing ation
L]
§ First 18 8 3 2 5
- Second 17 7 4 3
Third 7 10 5 8 4 3 1
Combined 42 22 20 17 16 9 9

* Links to a web-based survey instrument were distributed to the HOME program email list of affordable housing
stakeholders on 5/7/09. The survey was conducted between 5/7/09 and 5/26/09. A total of 83 responses, or 26
percent, were received. Of these, 77 percent were complete responses and 23 percent were partial responses.

XXii
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XVlla: Survey of Non-Entitlement CDBG Jurisdictions

lCity

Top Three Community Development Needs Town |County |Overall
[Transportation Facilities (streets, sidewalks, etc.) 68%) 73% 6% 56%
Sewer System (new, renovate) 47% 27% 39%| 40%
\Water System (new, renovate) 45% 36% 22% 38%
Public Infrastructure to support Economic Development 28% 32% 44% 32%
Community Facility (new, renovate) 26% 36% 11% 25%
Planning (water, sewer, housing, economic revitalization, etc.) 15% 18% 33%| 20%
"Recreation Facilities 19% 23% 6% 17%
"Housing Rehabilitation 11% 0% 28%| 11%
"Public Infrastructure to support Affordable Housing 9% 5% 28%| 11%
"Public Services (new service or expansion of existing service) 13% 0% 11% 9%
"Economic Development Loans to For-Profit Entities 6% 18% 6% 9%
"Direct Homeownership Assistance 2% 5% 28% 8%
"Local Micro-enterprise Loan Programs 6% 5% 11% 7%
Remove Slum/Blight (single site or larger community revitalization plan) 6% 14% 0% 7%
Transitional Housing or Shelters 0% 0% 22% 5%
Historic Preservation (not including government buildings) 2% 5% 0% 2%
"Remove Architectural Barriers to accessibility 0% 5% 0% 1%
Top Three Priorities for CDBG Funds l(:ity Town [County |[Overall
[Transportation Facilities (streets, sidewalks, etc.) 55% 77% 6% 51%
Sewer System (new, renovate) 43% 27% 44% 39%
Public Infrastructure to support Economic Development 36% 32% 39%| 36%
Water System (new, renovate) 38% 32% 28%| 34%
Community Facility (new, renovate) 21% 41% 11% 24%
Planning (water, sewer, housing, economic revitalization, etc.) 13% 18% 28%| 17%
"Recreation Facilities 15% 14% 6% 13%
"Public Infrastructure to support Affordable Housing 11% 5% 28%| 13%
"Public Services (new service or expansion of existing service) 15% 0%, 17% 11%
"Housing Rehabilitation 13% 0% 22%| 11%
"Economic Development Loans to For-Profit Entities 4% 14% 6% 7%
"Direct Homeownership Assistance 2% 5% 22% 7%
"Remove Slum/Blight (single site or larger community revitalization plan) 6% 9% 0% 6%
Local Micro-enterprise Loan Programs 4% 5% 11% 6%
Transitional Housing or Shelters 0% 0%, 28% 6%
Remove Architectural Barriers to accessibility 0% 5% 0% 1%
"Historic Preservation (not including government buildings) 0% 5% 0% 1%
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XVIlib: Survey of Non-Entitlement CDBG Jurisdictions

Should some CDBG funds be awarded as low- or no-interest loans? kity Town |County [Overall
Yes 43% 57% 61% 51%
No 57%) 43%) 39% 49%
If some funds are awarded as loans, L

what should the ratio of grants to loans be? ity Town |County [Overall
75% grant / 25% loan 62% 86% 67%| 69%
Case-by-case 10% 5% 27% 12%
50% grant / 50 loan 10% 10% 7% 9%
Do not award some funds as loans! 12% 0% 0% 6%
90% grant / 10% loan 7% 0% 0% 4%
Would you support future prioritization L

of some CDBG funds? (Scale up to 5) ity Town |County [Overall

Co-funding projects receiving USDA/Rural Development loans to ensure lower

utility rates 3.4 33 3.7 3.4
Energy efficiency improvements to public and nonprofit facilities 3.1 3.5 3.4 3.2
\Water leak detection and elimination 3.1 3.2 2.8 3.1
Credit enhancement loans for small businesses benefiting lower income persons 2.6 2.4 2.9 2.6
Public access to computers through schools, libraries, or social service agencies 2.4 2.7 2.8 2.6
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XVIlI: Local Governments Served by the State CDBG Program

Cities & Towns

Aberdeen
Albion
Almira
Asotin
Benton City
Bingen
Blaine
Brewster
Bridgeport
Bucoda
Burlington
Cashmere
Castle Rock
Cathlamet
Centralia
Chehalis
Chelan
Chewelah
Clarkston
Cle Elum
Colfax
College Place
Colton
Colville
Conconully
Concrete
Connell
Cosmopolis
Coulee City
Coulee Dam
Coupeville
Creston
Cusick
Davenport
Dayton

Counties

Adams
Asotin
Benton
Chelan
Clallam
Columbia
Cowlitz
Douglas
Ferry

East
Wenatchee
Electric City
Ellensburg
Elma
Elmer City
Endicott
Entiat
Ephrata
Everson
Farmington
Ferndale
Forks
Friday Harbor
Garfield
George
Goldendale
Grand Coulee
Grandview
Granger
Hamilton
Harrah
Harrington
Hartline
Hatton
Hoquiam
llwaco
lone
Kahlotus
Kalama
Kelso
Kettle Falls
Kittitas
Krupp
Lacey

Franklin
Garfield
Grant

Grays Harbor
Island
Jefferson
Kittitas
Klickitat
Lewis
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La Conner
La Crosse
Lamont
Langley
Leavenworth
Lind

Long Beach
Lyman
Lynden
Mabton
Malden
Mansfield
Marcus
Mattawa
McCleary
Mesa
Metaline
Metaline Falls
Montesano
Morton
Moses Lake
Mossyrock
Moxee
Naches
Napavine
Nespelem
Newport
Nooksack
North
Bonneville
Northport
Oak Harbor
Oakesdale
Oakville
Ocean Shores

Lincoln
Mason
Okanogan
Pacific

Pend Oreille
San Juan
Skagit
Skamania
Stevens

Odessa
Okanogan
Omak
Oroville
Othello
Palouse
Pateros

Pe Ell
Pomeroy
Port Angeles
Port
Townsend
Prescott
Prosser
Pullman
Quincy
Rainer
Raymond
Reardan
Republic
Ritzville
Riverside
Rock Island
Rosalia
Roslyn
Royal City
Sedro
Woolley
Selah
Sequim
Shelton
Soap Lake
South Bend
South Cle
Elum

Thurston
Wahkiakum
Walla Walla
Whatcom
Whitman
Yakima

Sprague
Springdale
St. John
Starbuck
Stevenson
Sumas
Sunnyside
Tekoa
Tenino
Tieton
Toledo
Tonasket
Toppenish
Tumwater
Twisp
Union Gap
Uniontown
Vader
Waitsburg
Walla Walla
Wapato
Warden
Washtucna
Waterville
West
Richland
Westport
White Salmon
Wilbur
Wilson Creek
Winlock
Winthrop
Yelm
Zillah
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XIX: Local Governments Not Served by the State CDBG Program

Cities and Towns

Airway Heights

Algona
Anacortes
Arlington
Auburn
Bainbridge
Island
Battle Ground
Beaux Arts
Village
Bellevue
Bellingham
Black
Diamond
Bonney Lake
Bothell
Bremerton
Brier
Buckley
Burien
Camas
Carbonado
Carnation
Cheney
Clyde Hill

Counties

Clark

King
Kitsap
Pierce
Snohomish

26

Covington
Darrington
Deer Park
Des Moines
Du Pont
Duvall
Eatonville
Edgewood
Edmonds
Enumclaw
Everett
Fairfield
Federal Way
Fife
Fircrest
Gig Harbor
Gold Bar
Granite Falls
Hunts Point
Index
Issaquah
Kennewick
Kent
Kenmore
Kirkland

La Center
Lake Forest-
Park
Lake Stevens
Lakewood
Latah
Liberty Lake
Longview
Lynnwood
Maple Valley
Marysville
Medical Lake
Medina
Mercer Island
Mill Creek
Millwood
Milton
Monroe
Mount
Vernon
Mountlake
Terrace
Mukilteo
Newcastle

Normandy
Park

North Bend
Olympia
Orting
Pacific
Pasco

Port Orchard
Poulsho
Puyallup
Redmond
Renton
Richland
Ridgefield
Rockford
Roy

Ruston
Sammamish
Sea Tac
Seattle
Shoreline
Skykomish
Snohomish
Snoqualmie
South Prairie

Spangle
Spokane
Spokane
Valley
Stanwood
Steilacoom
Sultan
Sumner
Tacoma
Tukwila
University
Place
Vancouver
Washougal
Waverly
Wenatchee
Wilkeson
Woodinville
Woodland
Woodway
Yacolt
Yakima
Yarrow Point
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DATA SOURCES FOR TABLES AND FIGURES

Number | Data Source Reference
1 All HUD http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/about/budget/budget09/
2 All HUD http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/communitydevelopment/budget/disbursementreports/
3 All Commerce Survey of non-entitlement CDBG jurisdictions, 2009
4 WA OFM http://www.ofm.wa.gov/pop/aprill/cmp_chg.xls
4 us US Census Bureau http://www.census.gov/popest/states/tables/NST-EST2008-01.xls
5 WA US Census Bureau http://factfinder.census.gov/
5 us US Census Bureau http://factfinder.census.gov/
6 All US Census Bureau http://socds.huduser.org/chas/index.htm
7 All US Census Bureau http://factfinder.census.gov/
8,9 All Commerce Estimates based on 2000 US Census data
10 All US Census Bureau http://socds.huduser.org/chas/index.htm
11 All Commerce http://www.commerce.wa.gov/site/809/default.aspx
12 All Commerce Developed by CDBG, ESG, HOPWA and HOME programs
13 All Commerce Survey of Affordable Housing Stakeholders, 2009
& 14 All WCRER http://www.wcrer.wsu.edu/
% 15 All HUD http://www.huduser.org/datasets/fmr.html
[ 16 All HUD http://www.huduser.org/datasets/fmr.html
17,18, 19 All US Census Bureau ACS tables: B25001, B25018, B25034, B25024, B25047, B25051
20 All US Census Bureau ACS Tables: C25016, B25014 A-I, C25054, B25052, B25051,
21 All US Census Bureau AFF Tables: B25001, B25002, B25004,
22,23 All Commerce Housing division database
24,25 All Commerce Developed based on recent program outcomes and funding levels
26 All Commerce http://www.commerce.wa.gov/site/1064/default.aspx
27 Clients | Commerce Housing division database
27 State | OFM http://www.ofm.wa.gov/pop/race/default.asp
28, 29 All Commerce http://www.commerce.wa.gov/site/823/default.aspx
30 All Commerce HOPWA program estimate
31 All Commerce HOPWA program 2008 CAPER
32 All Commerce Developed based on recent program outcomes
33 All OFM http://www.ofm.wa.gov/study/default.asp
34 All Commerce Survey of non-entitlement CDBG jurisdictions, 2009
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Number Data Source Reference
35 All Commerce CDBG Program
& 36, 37 All HUD http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/communitydevelopment/budget/disbursementreports/
% 38 All Commerce Survey of non-entitlement CDBG jurisdictions, 2009
= 39, 40 All Commerce Developed based on recent program outcomes
Number | Data Source Reference
2 All OFM http://www.ofm.wa.gov/pop/race/default.asp
3 All US Census Bureau 2000 Census and estimations derived from 2005-2007 ACS surveys
4 All OFM http://www.ofm.wa.gov/economy/hhinc/default.asp
& 5 All WA. Budget/Policy Center http://www.budgetandpolicy.org/documents/highcostmortgage030909_000.pdf
uso 6 All US Census Bureau http://socds.huduser.org/chas/index.htm
[ 7 All WCRER http://www.wcrer.wsu.edu/
8 All Commerce http://www.commerce.wa.gov/site/1064/default.aspx
9 All OFM http://www.ofm.wa.gov/economy/longterm/2009/default.asp
10 All ESD http://www.workforceexplorer.com/ accessed June, 2009
I, All WCRER http://www.wcrer.wsu.edu/
11 All US Census Bureau http://factfinder.census.gov/
v,V All Commerce Housing division database
Vi All OFM http://www.ofm.wa.gov/pop/stfc/default.asp
Vi All US Census Bureau ACS tables: B25001, B25018, B25034, B25024, B25047, B25051
2 VIl All US Census Bureau AFF Tables: B25001, B25002, B25004
=§ IX, X All HUD http://www.huduser.org/datasets/fmr.html
g_ Xi, xii All US Census Bureau ACS tables: B25001, B25018, B25034, B25024, B25047, B25051
2‘ xiii All OFM http://www.ofm.wa.gov/pop/stfc/default.asp
Xiv All US Census Bureau ACS Tables: C25016, B25014 A-I, C25054, B25052, B25051,
XV All HUD http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/systems/census/wa/index.cfm
XVi All Commerce Survey of Affordable Housing Stakeholders, 2009
Xvii All Commerce Survey of non-entitlement CDBG jurisdictions, 2009
xviii All Commerce CDBG Program
XXXiV
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